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AGENDA 

TUESDAY,  MARCH  8,  201 1 

2:15  P.M.  CLOSED  SESSION 

3:15  P.M.  OPEN  SESSION 

PORT  COMMISSION  HEARING  ROOM,  SECOND  FLOOR 

FERRY  BUILDING,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94111 

PLEASE  NOTE  THE  TIME  OF  THE  MEETING 


The  Port  Commission  Agenda  as  well  as  Staff  Reports/Explanatory  Documents 
available  to  the  public  and  provided  to  the  Commission  are  posted  on  the  Port's 
Website  at  www.sfport.com.  The  agenda  packet  is  also  available  at  the  Pier  1 
Reception  Desk. 

If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the 
Port  Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Port  Commission  Secretary's  office  located 
at  Pier  1  during  normal  office  hours. 


1 .  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES    -     February  22,  2011 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

(1 )     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  REGARDING  ANTICIPATED 
LITIGATION  MATTER  (Discussion  and  Action) 

a.      Discuss  anticipated  litigation  matter  pursuant  to  California  Government 

Code  Section  54956.9(b)(1)  and  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code 

Section  67.10(d): 

^  ^  GOVERNMENT 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT 


X      As  Defendant 


MAR -4  2011 
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Proposed  action:  Approval  of  Port's  termination  for  convenience  of 
Contract  No.  2742,  with  California  Restoration  On-Call  Inc.  dba  Avalon 
Construction  Company  ("Contractor"),  for  the  Pier  26  South  Bulkhead 
Office  HVAC  Improvement  Project,  and  mutual  and  full  settlement  of 
Contractor's  expenses.  Proposed  settlement  includes  Port's  payment  of 
$5,152.32  for  Contractor's  expenses  and  associated  with  Port's 
termination  for  convenience,  Contractor's  full  and  final  release,  and  other 
terms  set  forth  in  the  settlement  agreement  and  release  on  file  with  the 
Port  Commission  Secretary. 

(2)     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  AND  REAL  PROPERTY 

NEGOTIATOR.  -  This  is  specifically  authorized  under  California  Government 
Code  Section  54956.8.  This  session  is  closed  to  any  non-City/Port 
representative.* 

a.      Property;  AB  4052;  4111,  lots  3  and  4;  also  known  as  Pier  70  Waterfront 
Site,  located  near  the  intersection  of  22"^  Street  and  Illinois 
Person  Negotiating:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  and 
Development 

*Negotiating  Parties:  Forest  City  Development  California,  Mission  Bay 
Development  Group,  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners,  and  TMG 
Partners/the  Sobrato  Organization 

Under  Negotiations: Price ^Terms  of  Payment  X  Both 

The  non-Port  parties  identified  responded  to  a  Request  for  Qualifications 
authorized  by  the  Port  Commission  on  May  1 1 ,  2010.  In  this  executive 
session.  Port  staff  intends  to  seek  direction  from  the  Port  Commission  on 
matters  that  may  affect  the  competitive  process  now  underway. 

RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

A.  Possible  report  on  actions  taken  in  closed  session  pursuant  to 
Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code  Section  67.12. 

B.  Vote  in  open  session  on  whether  to  disclose  any  or  all  executive  session 
discussions  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.12. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

A.      Announcement  of  Prohibition  of  Sound  Producing  Devices  During  the 
Meeting 

Please  be  advised  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting. 
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Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting 
room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

B.      Announcement  of  Time  Allotment  For  Public  Comments 

Please  be  advised  that  a  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  on  each  agenda  item  unless  the  Port 
Commission  adopts  a  shorter  period  on  any  item. 

7.  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR'S  REPORT 

•  Pier  70  20'*^  Street  Historic  Buildings  Request  for  Interest  in  Rehabilitation 
Opportunities  -  Released  February  17,  2011 

10'^  Anniversary  of  Removal  of  Embarcadero  Freeway  -  February  27,  201 1 
USA  1 7,  Winner  of  the  33'''  America's  Cup,  at  Pier  80  -  February  28,  201 1 
Grand  Opening  of  Carnelian-By-The-Bay  Restaurant  -  March  3,  201 1 
8'^  Annual  San  Francisco  Ocean  Film  Festival  -  March  9  to  1 3,  201 1 
Public  comments  due  on  CEQA  Notice  of  Preparation  of  the  EIR  for  Pier  27 
Cruise  Ship  Terminal/34^'^  America's  Cup  -  March  1 1 ,  201 1 

•  Sunday  Streets  -  March  20,  201 1  Kickoff  along  Embarcadero  from 
Fisherman's  Wharf  to  Mission  Bay 

8.  CONSENT 

A.  Request  approval  of  the  annual  update  to  the  Port's  10-year  Capital  Plan  for 
Fiscal  Years  201 2-21 .  (Resolution  No.  11-12) 

B.  Request  approval  of  Consent  to  Sublease  between  Blue  and  Gold  Fleet, 
L.P.  and  CUSA  FL,  LLC  for  a  four  year  term  to  operate  a  ticket  booth 
and  office  space  totaling  approximately  715  square  feet  located  at  Pier 
41  on  the  Embarcadero  near  the  foot  of  Powell  Street  at  Pier  50  Shed  B 
Bulkhead.  (Resolution  No.  11-13) 

9.  REAL  ESTATE 

A.  Request  approval  of  First  Amendment  to  Lease  No.  L-14829  with  Dawson- 
Clinton  General  Contractors  Corporation,  a  California  Corporation,  to  change 
the  commencement  date  and  eliminate  the  bonding/guarantee  requirements 
for  construction  of  the  Initial  Tenant  Improvements.  (Resolution  No.  11-14) 

B.  Request  approval  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco's  Proposed  2010  Retail 
Leasing  Policy.  (Resolution  No.  11-15) 
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10.  NEW  BUSINESS 

11.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

Public  comment  is  permitted  on  any  matter  within  Port  jurisdiction  and  is  not  limited 
to  agenda  items.   Public  comment  on  non-agenda  items  may  be  raised  during  New 
Business/Public  Comment.  A  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  before  action  is  taken  on  any  agenda  item  and 
during  the  new  business/public  comment  period.  It  is  strongly  recommended  that 
public  comments  be  submitted  in  writing  so  they  can  be  distributed  to  the 
Commissioners  for  their  review.  Please  fill  out  a  speaker  card  and  hand  it  to  the 
Commission  Secretary.   If  you  have  any  question  regarding  the  agenda,  please 
contact  the  Commission  Secretary  at  274-0406. 

12.  ADJOURNMENT 
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FORWARD  CALENDAR  (Targeted  Commission  Meeting,  Subject  to  Change) 

Presentation  on  selection  and  award  of  Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  Developer  (March 

22,2011) 

Informational  presentation  on  the  Port's  Maritime  Preservation  Policy  (March  22, 

2011) 

Informational  update  on  the  Seawall  Lot  337  development  project  (March  22,  201 1 ) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Contract  No.  2741,  Marine  Structural  Projects  III, 

which  includes  the  Pier  35  Superstructure  Repair,  Pier  33  Marginal  Wharf 

Substructure  Beam  Repair,  and  the  Pier  50  Valley  Substructure  Repair  (March  22, 

2011) 

Request  approval  to  accept  and  expend  2007,  2008  and  2009  Supplemental  Federal 

Port  Security  Grant  Program  Funds  (March  22,  201 1 ) 

Request  approval  to  designate  an  Authorized  Agent  to  apply  for  and  accept  funds 

from  the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Disaster  Relief  and  Emergency  Assistance  Act  of  1988 

and  under  the  California  Disaster  Assistance  Act  (March  22,  201 1 ) 

Request  authohzation  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2727,  Pier  43  Bay  Trail 

Link  Project  (March  22,  201 1 ) 

Request  authorization  to  amend  the  Gerwick/SDE  JV  professional  services 

agreement  for  the  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link  Project  (March  22,  201 1 ) 

Informational  presentation  of  the  Street  Pole  Banner  Criteria,  which  would  govern 

the  design,  placement,  and  fees  for  the  placement  of  street  pole  banners  within  the 

jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  (April  1 2,  201 1 ) 

Informational  hearing  on  City  implementation  of  the  Local  Hire  Program  (April  12, 

2011) 

Request  for  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  for  Contract  No.  2744, 

Roundhouse  2  Heating,  Ventilation  and  Air  Conditioning  (HVAC)  Systems  Retrofit 

Project  (April  12,2011) 

Request  authorization  to  amend  contract  with  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.,  a  Langan 

Company,  for  environmental  consulting  services  at  Pier  70  (April  1 2,  201 1 ) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  and  accept  competitive  bids  for  the  Joint 

Operations  and  Security  Building  Project,  Contract  No.  2745  (April  26,  201 1) 

Request  for  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2746,  Five  Year 

Maintenance  Dredging  Project  (April  26,  2011) 

Request  approval  of  Lease  L-14495  with  Hornblower  Yachts,  Inc.,  a  California 

Corporation,  for  a  Term  of  Five  Years  with  One  Five-Year  Renewal  Option,  for 

premises  located  at  Pier  9  consisting  of  approximately  1 , 1 98  square  feet  of 

unimproved  pier  shed,  7,243  square  feet  of  apron  space  and  24,470  square  feet  of 

submerged  land  (April  26,  2011) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2732,  Mission  Bay 

Shoreline  Protection  for  Bayfront  Park  Project  (Date  to  be  determined) 

Request  approval  of  the  Port's  Interim  Leasing  Policy  for  Historic  Structures  (Date  to 

be  determined  ) 
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COMMUNICATIONS  TO  THE  PORT  COMMISSION  FROM  FEBRUARY  18,  2011  TO 
MARCH  3.2011 

•  From  Dennis  MacKenzie,  regarding  America's  Cup 

•  From  Bay  Planning  Coalition,  invitation  to  the  24^^  Annual  San  Francisco  Bay 
Decisionmakers  Conference  on  April  26,  201 1  at  the  Hilton  Oakland  Airport 
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MARCH/APRIL  2011 
CALENDAR  OF  UPCOMING  PORT  MEETINGS  -  OPEN  TO  THE  PUBLIC 


DATE 

TIME 

March  22 

2:00  p.m 

3:15  p. m 

April  12 

2:00  p.m 

3:15  p.m 

April  26 

2:00  p.m 

3:15  p.m 

NOTES: 

GROUP 
Closed  Session/Port  Commission 
Open  Session 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 
Open  Session 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 
Open  Session 


LOCATION 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 


The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  meets  regularly  on  the  second  and  fourth  Tuesday  of  the  month  at 
3:15  p.m.,  unless  otherwise  noticed.  The  Commission  Agenda  and  staff  reports  are  posted  on  the  Port's 
Website  @  www.sfport.com.  Contact  Amy  Quesada  at  274-0406.  The  Port  Commission  meetings  can  be 
viewed  online  at  http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php7view  id=92.  The  Port  Commission 
meetings  are  also  broadcasted  on  the  2nd  &  4th  Thursday  of  the  month  at  9  p.m.  on  Comcast  Cable 
Channel  26  or  Astound  Cable  Channel  78  (formerly  RON  Cable). 

The  Fisherman's  Wharf  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (FWWAG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis,  on 
the  third  Tuesday  of  the  month.  The  regular  meeting  time  and  place  is  9:00  a.m.  at  Scoma's  Restaurant, 
Pier  47  at  Fisherman's  Wharf.  Contact  Michael  Nerney  @  274-0416  or  michael.nerney@sfport.com 

Starting  January  21,  2010,  the  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory  Committee  (MCAC)  will  meet  every  other 
month,  on  the  third  Thursday  of  the  month,  from  11:30  a.m.  to  1:00  p.m.  @  Pier  1.  Contact  Jim  Maloney 
@  274-0519  orjim.maloney@sfport.com 

The  Mission  Bay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  on  the  2nd  Thursday  of  the  month  at  5:00  p.m.  at 
1700  Owens  Street,  2nd  Floor.  Parking  validation  is  available.  Contact  Catherine  Reilly,  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  at  catherine.reilly@sfgov.org. 

The  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (NEW AG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis  on  the  first 
Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5:00  p.m.  to  7:00  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  @  Pier  1 .  Contact 
Jonathan  Stern  @  274-0545  orjonathan.stern@sfport.com 

The  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (CWAG)  meets  monthly  on  an  as-needed  basis,  generally  on  the 
third  Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5  to  7  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  at  Pier  1 .  Contact  Mark 
Paez  @  705-8674  or  mark.paez@sfport.com 

The  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  on  a  quarterly  basis  (the  FOURTH 
MONDAY  OF  JANUARY  AND  THIRD  MONDAYS  IN  APRIL,  JULY,  and  OCTOBER),  starting  at  5:00  p.m. 
at  the  South  Beach  Yacht  Club  (Pier  40  on  The  Embarcadero).  Contact  Catherine  Reilly,  Assistant 
Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency,  @  749-2516  or  Catherine. Reillv/REDEV/SFGOV(a)SFGOV 

The  Southern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (SWAC)  meets  every  last  Wednesday  of  the  month  from 
6:15  to  8:15  p.m.  Location  to  be  determined.  Contact  David  Beaupre  @  274-0539  or 
david.beaupre@sfport.com 

The  Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee  (WDAC)  meets  jointly  with  the  Design  Review  Board  of  the 
Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  on  the  first  Monday  of  the  month  at  BCDC,  50 
California  Street,  Rm.  2600,  at  6:30  p.m.  The  Committee  meets  as  needed  on  the  fourth  Monday  of  the 
month  at  6:30  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conf.  Rm.  @  Pier  1 .  Contact  Dan  Hodapp  @  274-0625  or 
dan.hodapp@sfport.com 
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FERRY  BUILDING: 

The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  located  on  the  second  floor  of  the  Ferry 
Building.  The  main  public  entrance  is  from  the  west  (Embarcadero)  side  and  is  served 
by  a  bank  of  elevators  adjacent  to  the  historic  staircase.  Accessible  public  restrooms 
are  on  the  first  floor  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  building  as  well  as  on  the  second  floor 
across  the  lobby  from  the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room.  The  main  path  of  travel  to 
the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking 
Signs).  The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  Accessible 
seating  for  persons  with  disabilities  (including  those  using  wheelchairs)  is  available.  The 
closest  accessible  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  station  is  Embarcadero  located  at  Market  & 
Spear  Streets.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  the  Ferry  Building  area  are  the  F-Line,  9, 
31,  32  and  71.  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  call  (415)  923- 
6142.  The  nearest  accessible  parking  is  provided  in  the  following  off-street  pay  lots: 

A)  3  spaces  in  the  surface  lot  on  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  at  Washington  St. 

B)  Hourly  and  valet  parking  in  the  Pier  3  lot.  This  lot  is  accessed  through  the  Pier  3 
bulkhead  building  entrance  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero.  This  lot  is  located 
on  the  pier  deck;  adjacent  to  the  ferry  boat  Santa  Rosa. 

Additional  covered  accessible  off-street  pay  parking  is  available  in  the  Golden  Gateway 
Garage,  which  is  bounded  by  Washington,  Clay,  Drumm  and  Battery  Streets.  Entrance 
is  on  Clay  St.  between  Battery  and  Front  Streets.  There  is  no  high-top  van  parking. 
Metered  street  parking  is  available  on  the  Embarcadero,  Washington,  Folsom  &  Drumm 
Streets. 

PIER1: 


I 


The  Port's  fully  accessible  offices  are  in  the  west  end  of  Pier  1 .  There  are  two  public 
entrances;  the  main  entrance  on  the  west  (Embarcadero),  and  the  Port  History  walk 
entrance  on  the  south  apron.  Each  of  these  entrances  is  provided  with  an  automatically 
operated  door.  Both  entrances  lead  to  the  Bayside  conference  rooms.  Accessible 
public  restrooms,  drinking  fountains,  payphone  and  TTY  are  on  the  first  floor  near  the 
main  entrance.  The  public  spaces  of  the  Port's  offices  are  equipped  with  remote  infrared 
signage  (Talking  Signs)  identifying  all  primary  entrances,  paths  of  travel,  meeting  rooms 
and  amenities.  Accessible  seating  areas  and  assistive  listening  devices  will  be  available 
in  the  Bayside  Conference  rooms. 

Accessible  meeting  information  policy: 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies, 
environmental  illness,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at 
public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical 
based  products.  Please  help  the  City  to  accommodate  these  individuals. 

A  sign  language  interpreter  and  alternative  format  copies  of  meeting  agendas  and  other 
materials  can  be  provided  upon  request  made  at  least  72  hours  in  advance  of  any 
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scheduled  meeting.  Contact  Wendy  Proctor,  Port's  ADA  Coordinator,  at  274-0592,  the 
Port's  TTY  number  is  (41 5)  274-0587. 

Know  Your  Rights  Under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance: 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to 
conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are 
conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 
For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Chapter  67  of  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact 
Frank  Darby  by  mail:  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
Room  244,  San  Francisco  CA  94102-4689;  by  phone  at  (415)  554-7724;  by  fax  at  (415) 
554-7854  or  by  email  at  sotf@sfgov.org.  Citizens  interested  in  obtaining  a  free  copy  of 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  reguest  a  copy  from  Mr.  Darby  or  by  printing  Chapter  67  of 
the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  on  the  Internet,  at 
http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine. 

NOTICES 

Prohibition  of  Ringing  of  Sound  Producing  Devices: 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic 
devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the 
removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a 
cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Reguirements: 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or 
administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  (SF 
Campaign  &  Government  Conduct  Code  Sections  §2.100  -  2.160)  to  register  and  report 
lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact 
the  San  Francisco  Ethics  Commission  at  30  Van  Ness,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102,  phone  (415)  581-2300  or  fax  (415)  581-2317;  web  site:  www.sfgov.orq/ethics. 
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PORT-^ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 

March  3,  2011 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 

FROM:  Monique  Moyer 

Executive  Director' 

SUBJECT:     Request  approval  of  the  Port's  1 0-Year  Capital  Plan,  FY  201 2-21 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 

On  February  22,  201 1 ,  Port  staff  presented  an  informational  report  on  the  Port's 
proposed  10-Year  Capital  Plan  for  Fiscal  Years  2012-21  and  no  changes  have  been 
made  to  the  Capital  Plan  since  the  Port  Commission's  review.  Please  note  the  next 
update  of  the  Capital  Plan  will  be  in  February  2013  per  expected  changes  to  the  City's 
Administrative  Code. 

Background 

As  required  by  the  City's  Administrative  Code  2.30-2.31 ,  Port  staff  is  updating  its 
comprehensive  10-Year  Capital  Plan  ("Plan")  to  address  the  Port's  outstanding  capital 
needs.  The  Plan  is  due  to  Mayor  Edwin  Lee  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  March  1 , 
201 1  ^  and  is  expected  to  be  adopted  through  Board  of  Supervisors  legislation  by  May 
1 ,  201 1 .  Legislation  that  would  amend  the  Administrative  Code  to  change  the  reporting 
cycle  from  annual  to  biennial  is  currently  pending  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  This 
legislation  has  been  passed  by  the  City's  Capital  Planning  Committee,  has  broad 
support  in  City  Hall,  and  is  widely  expected  to  become  law  in  the  coming  months. 


Port  staff  presentations  to  the  Port  Commission  on  November  30,  2010  and  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  December  10,  2010  regarding  the  34**^  America's  Cup 
described  the  changes  to  the  Port's  bonding  capacity  arising  from  the  proposed  long- 

This  Print  Covers  Calendar  Item  No.  8A 


^  Due  to  delays  associated  with  the  award  of  the  34"^  America's  Cup,  the  City-wide  capital  plan  will  be 
introduced  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  March  1,  201 1  without  the  Port's  entry.  Once  the  Port 
Commission  has  given  final  approval  of  the  Port's  10-Year  Capital  Plan,  the  introduced  plan  will  be 
amended  into  the  Port's  chapter  to  the  City-wide  plan. 
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term  development  of  Piers  30-32,  SWL  330  and  other  potential  long-term  development 
sites.  Port  staff  is  confident  that  these  impacts  can  be  addressed  through  collaboration 
with  the  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  City's  Capital  Planning  Committee. 

Overview  of  Changes  to  the  2012-21  10-Year  Capital  Plan 

The  visible  and  impactful  change  for  the  Port  in  2010  was  the  award  to  the  City  to  host 
the  34'^  America's  Cup  in  2013.  The  34*^  America's  Cup  Host  and  Venue  Agreement 
("HVA")  among  the  City,  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  and  the  San  Francisco 
America's  Cup  Organizing  Committee^  calls  for  use  of  8  piers  (Piers  30-32,  28,  26,  19, 
23,  27  &  29)  and  the  two-acre  Seawall  Lot  330  for  Event-related  activities,  starting  in 
2012,  subject  to  the  City's  successful  completion  of  analysis  required  pursuant  to  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA").  As  described  in  the  Port's  10-Year 
Capital  Plan,  the  HVA  requires  substantial  improvements  to  Port  property  by  2013  and 
will  likely  alter  the  Port's  long-term  debt  strategy. 

The  FY  2012-21  update  of  the  Port's  10- Year  Capital  Plan  identifies  a  total  need  of 
approximately  $2.17  billion,  pnmarily  for  deferred  maintenance  and  seismic  upgrade 
work  required  on  Port  facilities.  This  is  approximately  $60  million  greater  than  the 
approximately  $2.1  billion  identified  in  the  Port's  FY  201 1-20  update.  This  increase  is 
largely  the  result  of  1 )  the  1 .5%  annual  cost  escalation  used  by  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  which  has  been  incorporated  into  this  plan,  and  2)  the  inclusion  of  a 
new  year  (FY  2021)  in  this  plan,  where  most  of  the  FY  2011  costs  became  a  part  of  the 
Port's  backlog. 

A  summary  of  the  changes  over  the  last  year  is  as  follows: 

Changes  in  Dollars  (in  thousands) 

FY  201 1-2020  Total  $2,100,640 

1 .5%  Cost  Escalation  31,510 

Roll  in  of  Estimated  FY  2021  Renewal  Costs  33,609 

Adjustments  (completed  work,  revised  estimates)^  6.846 

Total:  *               $2,172,605 

Of  the  $772  million  in  proposed  funding,  the  Port's  10-Year  Capital  Plan  identifies  $151 
million  for  capital  enhancement,  with  the  remaining  $621  million  in  funding  planned  for 
repairs  and  seismic  upgrades  over  the  next  10  years.  This  funding,  from  the  Port's 
tenants,  development  projects,  the  Port's  annual  budget,  revenue  bonds,  general 
obligation  bonds  and  infrastructure  financing  district  bonds,  will  reduce  the  Port's  total 
repair  and  replacement  needs  by  $621  million,  reducing  the  Port's  unfunded  need  from 
$2.17  billion  to  $1 .55  billion  in  2021 . 


^  http://www.sfport.com/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=51 6 

^  in  prior  plans,  this  number  lias  traditionally  been  a  negative  one,  indicating  that  the  worl<;  completed  by 
the  Port  coupled  with  downward  adjustments  to  cost  estimates  were  greater  than  upward  estimates.   In 
this  plan,  the  adjustment  to  need  is  net  upward  as  a  result  of  the  new  inclusion  of  $40  million  need  to 
address  the  Port's  under  pier  utility  infrastructure. 
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New  Capital  Planning  Strategy 

Apart  from  major  changes  to  financing  strategy,  including  new  sources  of  revenues  and 
a  new  strategy  for  bringing  a  cruise  terminal  to  Pier  27,  this  plan  shifts  thematically  from 
an  emphasis  on  need  and  long-term  strategies  to  a  more  detailed  approach  to  planning, 
where  the  Plan  will  serve  as  a  more  practical  and  functional  tool  for  the  Port. 

To  that  end,  staff  produced  the  10-year  plan  of  finance  in  this  document  through  a  new 
evaluation  process  that  was  fully  integrated  with  the  Port's  two-year  capital  budgeting 
effort  (in  prior  years,  these  two  processes  were  separate).  Staff  from  each  Port  division 
-  Executive,  Engineering,  Maritime,  Real  Estate,  Planning  and  Development,  Finance 
and  Administration  and  Maintenance  -  participated  in  a  refined  process  for  capital 
project  submittal  and  evaluation,  with  a  specific  emphasis  on  prioritizing  revenue- 
generating  (or  revenue-preservation)  projects  that  promote  the  Port's  mission.  The 
criteria  used  in  this  process  allowed  Port  staff  to  objectively  prioritize  proposed 
expenditures  for  both  the  Port's  two  year  capital  budget,  which  the  Port  Commission 
adopted  at  its  February  22,  201 1  meeting,  and  the  10- Year  Capital  Plan,  enabling  a 
single  process  for  capital  funding  recommendations  for  the  next  ten  years. 


Conclusion 

The  waterfront  has  seen  a  series  of  transformative  events  since  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake  in  1989:  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  the  Embarcadero 
Roadway  project,  the  opening  of  AT&T  Ballpark  and  the  world-class  Ferry  Building 
rehabilitation  project,  among  others.  Port  staff  is  confident  that  the  34**^  America's  Cup 
will  stand  with  these  other  achievements  as  a  major  inflection  point  in  the 
transformation  of  the  San  Francisco  waterfront,  and  that  the  10-Year  Capital  Plan  will 
continue  to  stand  as  a  steady  guide  through  this  part  of  the  Port's  continuing  evolution. 

Continued  success  will  require  new  resources  and  a  level  of  coordination  with  other  City 
staff  not  undertaken  since  the  Embarcadero  Roadway  project.  Mayor  Edwin  Lee  has 
already  indicated  his  commitment  to  the  effort  and  Port  staff  is  excited  to  be  a  member 
of  the  team  that  will  deliver  the  34^^  America's  Cup  in  201 3. 


Port  Commission  Action 

Port  staff  seeks  Port  Commission  adoption  of  the  proposed  10-Year  Capital  Plan,  FY 
2012-21. 

Prepared  by:  Daley  Dunham,  Special  Projects 

Executive  Division 

Lawrence  Brown,  Financial  Analyst 
Finance  &  Administration  Division 

Elaine  Forbes,  Deputy  Director 
Finance  &  Administration  Division 


Attachment:  10-Year  Capital  Plan 


Brad  Benson,  Special  Projects  Manager 
Executive  Division 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-12 


WHEREAS,      San  Francisco's  Administrative  Code  2.30-2.31  directs  City  departments 
to  submit  a  10-Year  Capital  Plan  to  Mayor  Edwin  Lee  and  the  Board  of 


Supervisors  by  March  1 
l'*;and 


St 


each  year,  to  be  signed  by  the  Mayor  by  May 


WHEREAS, 
WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS. 


RESOLVED, 


pending  legislation  sponsored  by  Supervisor  David  Chiu  is  expected  to 
change  this  reporting  cycle  from  annual  to  biennial;  and 

in  2006,  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  completed  a  10- Year  Capital  Plan 
that  assessed  the  Port's  capital  needs  including  a  review  of  39  pile- 
supported  pier  structures,  80  substructures  including  marginal  wharfs 
connecting  the  piers,  245  commercial  and  industrial  buildings,  over  three 
miles  of  streets  and  sidewalks,  as  well  as  elements  of  the  utility 
infrastructure  that  supports  them;  and 

in  201 1 ,  the  Port  has  updated  its  10-Year  Capital  Plan  which  identifies 
$2.17  billion  in  required  repairs  and  seismic  upgrades  over  the  next  10 
years;  and 

of  the  $772  million  in  proposed  funding,  the  Port's  10-Year  Capital  Plan 
identifies  $151  million  for  capital  enhancement,  with  the  remaining  $621 
million  in  funding  planned  for  repairs  and  seismic  upgrades  over  the  next 
10  years.  This  funding,  from  the  Port's  tenants,  development  projects, 
the  Port's  annual  budget,  revenue  bonds,  general  obligation  bonds  and 
infrastructure  financing  district  bonds,  will  reduce  the  Port's  total  repair 
and  replacement  needs  by  $621  million,  reducing  the  Port's  unfunded 
need  from  $2.17  billion  to  $1.55  billion  in  2021;  and 

the  Port  will  update  this  10-Year  Capital  Plan  biennially  to  reflect 
changes  in  the  condition  of  the  Port's  facilities  as  well  as  changes  in 
budget  and  financing  assumptions;  and,  now,  therefore,  be  it 

that  the  Port  Commission  adopts  the  Port's  10-Year  Capital  Plan;  and 
be  it  further 
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RESOLVED,     that  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  and  directs  the  Executive  Director 
of  the  Port  to  submit  the  Port's  10- Year  Capital  Plan  to  Mayor  Edwin  Lee 
and  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of  March  8,  2011. 


Secretary 
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Port  of  San  Francisco 


10- Year  Capital  Plan 
FY  2012-2021  Biennial  Update 
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L Executive  Stininiary 

.All  of  the  piers  eurrently  in  use  by  the  Port  or  Port  tenants  were  originally  eonstrueted 
around  100  \ears  ago.  Of  those,  only  nine  have  been  rehabilitated  sinee  1950,  ineluding 
AT&  r  Ballpark,  the  Feuy  Building,  Pier  1,  Piers  1  '2.  3  &  5,  Pier  27,  Pier  39,  Pier  45, 
Pier  4S,  and  Pier  80.  Most  of  the  buildings  atop  the  Port's  piers  are  40  to  100  years  old, 
making  many  of  them  historieally  signifieant  structures.  In  recognition  of  this 
significance,  the  National  Park  Service  designated  the  northeast  waterfront,  from  Pier  45 
in  the  north  to  Pier  48,  as  the  Embarcadero  Historic  District  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  This  district  includes  20  historic  piers  as  well  as  eight  other  structures  of 
historic  significance.  The  Pier  70  area  also  includes  35  buildings  and  many  other  features 
recognized  to  be  of  historical  significance.  The  Port  is  in  conversation  with  the  State 
(Office  of  Historic  Preservation  regarding  the  designation  of  the  Pier  70  area  as  a  National 
Register  Historic  District. 

While  much  activity  has  taken  place  over  the  last  year,  the  visible  and  impactful  change 
for  the  Port  in  2010  was  the  award  to  host  the  34'"  America's  Cup  in  2013.   The  Host  and 
Venue  Agreement  ("HV/K")  among  the  City,  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority 
("ACEA")  and  the  San  Francisco  America's  Cup  Organizing  Committee'  calls  for  use  of 
8  piers  (Piers  30-32,  28,  26,  19,  23,  27  &  29)  and  the  two-acre  Seawall  Lot  330  for 
Event-related  activities,  starting  in  2012,  subject  to  the  City's  successfiil  completion  of 
analysis  required  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA").  As 
described  later  in  this  report,  the  HVA  requires  substantial  improvements  to  Port  property 
by  2013  and  will  likely  alter  the  Port's  long-term  debt  strategy. 

.Additionally,  relative  to  prior  plans,  this  Plan  shifts  thematically  from  an  emphasis  on 
need  and  long-term  strategies  to  a  more  detailed  approach  to  planning,  where  the  Plan 
will  serve  as  a  more  practical  and  functional  tool  for  Port  Commissioners  and  Port  staff. 
To  that  end,  staff  produced  the  spending  plan  in  this  document  through  a  new  evaluation 
process  that  was  fully  integrated  with  the  Port's  two-year  capital  budgeting  effort  (in 
prior  years,  these  two  processes  were  separate).  /Additionally,  whereas  in  prior  plans  this 
document  used  a  "needs  and  sources"  schedule  to  depict  the  state  of  the  Port's  capital 
portfolio,  carrying  unfijnded  need  from  year  to  year,  this  Plan  emphasizes  its  5-Year  Plan 
of  Finance.  With  regard  to  the  Port's  own  capital  funds,  for  the  first  time,  the  initial  two 
years  of  this  table  exactly  mirror  the  Port's  two-year  capital  budget.  A  third  major 
change  that  moves  this  Plan  in  the  direction  of  a  more  practical  and  ftjnctional  planning 
document  is  a  revised  treatment  of  seismic  projects,  where  the  Port  now  confonns  to  the 
practice  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  as  more  fully  described  herein. 

The  FY  2012-2 1  update  of  the  Port's  10-Year  Capital  Plan  identifies  a  total  need  of 
approximately  S2.16  billion,  primarily  for  defeiTcd  maintenance  and  seismic  upgrade 
work  required  on  Port  facilities.  This  is  approximately  S60  million  greater  than  the 
approximately  S2. 1  billion  identified  in  the  Port's  FY  201 1  -20  update.  This  increase  is 
largely  the  result  of  1 )  the  1 .5%  annual  cost  escalation  used  by  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  (CCSF),  which  has  been  incorporated  into  this  Plan,  and  2)  the  inclusion  of 


http:.  \vvvvv.>l'p()rt.coin  Mi'diik's  Sho\v()ncuiTicnt..ispx?d()cuniLntiJ    5  1  h 


a  new  \car  (FY  2021 )  in  this  Plan,  where  most  of  the  FY  201 1  unfunded  costs  became  a 
part  of  the  Port's  backlog.  The  remaining  difference  is  a  result  of  the  removal  of 
completed  projects  and  the  many  small  adjustments  to  cost  estimates  over  the  past  \ear. 
man\  of  which  are  iiffsctting.  There  were  two  large  adjustments  this  year,  the  largest  of 
which  is  the  inclusion  of  a  new  S40  million  cost  associated  with  the  Port's  planned  new 
under-pier  utility  infrastructure  work  in  response  to  potable  water  leaks  into  San 
Francisco  Bay.    The  other  substantial  adjustment  is  a  reduction  to  the  estimate  for 
environmental  cleanup  work  needed  at  Pier  70  by  S22.5  million,  from  S3S.5  million 
down  to  SI  5  million.   This  coiTcction  stemmed  from  completion  of  Pier  70  environmental 
investigation  work  last  >ear;  the  SI 5  million  number  now  carried  in  the  Capital  Plan 
database  miiTors  the  January  2010  revision  to  the  Port's  Pier  70  Financial  Plan. 

A  summary  of  the  changes  over  the  last  year  is  as  follows: 

Changes  in  Dollars  (in  thousands) 

FY  2011-2020  Total  S2. 100,640 

1 .5'".)  Cost  Escalation  3  1 ,5 1 0 

Roll  in  of  Estimated  FY  2021  Renewal  Costs  33.609 

,\djustments  (completed  work,  revised  estimates)  6,846 

Total:  $2,172,605 

Broken  down  by  Port  region,  capital  need  increased  across  the  Port  as  follows: 

C  hange  in  Capital  Need,  by  Region  (in  thousands) 


Port  Region 

FY1 1-20  Total 

FY12-21  Total 

Difference 

Increase 

China  Basin 

$140,544 

$142,999 

$2,455 

1.75% 

Ferry  Building 

93,867 

95,979 

2,112 

2.25% 

Fishermans  Wharf 

113,514 

115,881 

2,367 

2.09% 

Northeast  Waterfront 

399,711 

406,267 

6,556 

1.64% 

Portwide 

353,878 

417,181 

63,303 

17  89% 

South  Beach 

321,647 

329,547 

7,900 

2.46% 

Southern  Waterfront 

677.479 

664.751 

(  :  i  ;■    '') 

-1.88% 

$2,100,640 

$2,172,605 

$71,965 

3.43% 

Of  the  S2.17  billion  in  total  need,  the  Plan  of  Finance  included  in  this  Plan  identities  $744 
million  in  funding  over  the  next  ten  years.  Sources  for  this  tinancing  include: 

•  Port  tenant  obligations; 

•  Port's  annual  operating  budget; 

•  revenue  bonds; 

•  development  projects; 

•  Infrastructure  Financing  District  (IFD)  bonds; 

•  General  Obligation  bonds  and  other  City  debt  instruments;  and 

•  multiple  federal  agencies  including  United  States  .\rmy  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
Department  of  Defense. 


The  largest  clement  of  the  Port's  Plan  is  the  rehabiHtation  and  redevelopment  of  the 
heavil>  blighted  Pier  70  area,  with  an  estimated  need  of  approximately  $650  million  for 
that  area.  These  costs  include  upgiiiding  salvageable  buildings,  demolition  of 
unsahageable  ones,  environmental  remediation,  improvements  to  street  and  utility 
intVastructure,  and  construction  of  open  space  park,  areas  near  the  water's  edge. 

The  Port  has  developed  policv  options  to  address  the  unfunded  portion  of  its  Plan 
including  use  of  grant  funds,  tax  increment  financing  and  potential  private  development 
i^ptions.   In  November  20()S.  San  Francisco's  voters  approved  Proposition  D  which 
provides  an  i)ption  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  capture  75%  of  the  pavroll  and  hotel 
tax  increment  generated  by  future  Pier  70  development  to  help  fiand  Pier  70's  immense 
public  infrastructure  and  improvements.   In  2010,  the  California  Legislature  adopted  AB 
1  199  (Assemblvmember  .\mmiano),  pennitting  the  Port  to  establish  a  Pier  70  IFD  that 
may  issue  debt  repayable  with  both  the  local  share  of  possessory  interest  tax  (already 
permitted  under  current  law)  and  the  state's  share  of  possessory  interest  tax  (permitted  by 
AB1199). 

The  VY  2012-2 1  Capital  Plan  reflects  the  continued  uncertainty  of  the  current  real  estate 
market.  Specifically,  while  Port  staff  assumes  that  revenues  and  tax  increment  arising 
from  development  of  SWL  337  will  likely  be  realized  before  2021,  the  Plan  no  longer 
assigns  the  projected  S65  million  in  tax  increment  debt  proceeds  arising  from  this 
development  to  specific  uses,  as  it  did  two  years  ago.   Furthennore,  the  projected  revenue 
bond  revenues  arising  from  the  proposed  development,  also  projected  at  S65  million,  are 
assigned  to  projects  likely  to  occur  later  than  201 5. 

.As  the  Port  focuses  on  delivery  of  facilities  for  the  34"  /Vmerica's  Cup,  the  Under  Pier 
Utility  Infrastructure  Program,  as  well  as  revenue  bond  and  general  bond  funded  projects 
over  the  next  five  years  of  the  Plan,  it  is  clear  that  the  Port  must  leverage  currently 
available  sources  of  land-based  finance  (revenue  bonds,  infrastructure  financing  districts, 
community  facility  districts)  with  other  sources  of  public  and  private  fiinding  to  gap- 
finance  its  projects,    fhis  strategy  will  strengthen  the  Port's  balance  sheet  in  preparation 
for  major  projects  at  SWL  337  and  Pier  70  that  will  require  the  Port  to  take  on  substantial 
new  debt  envisioned  by  the  Capital  Plan.   Toward  that  end,  the  Port  staff  is  aggressively 
pursuing  federal  funding,  including  S30  million  in  federal  transportation  funding  and  over 
S2()  million  in  U.S.  Anny  Corps  of  Engineers  funding  authorized  by  Congress  in  the 
Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  2007  but  not  yet  appropriated  to  specific  projects. 


|[.         Summary  of  Changes 

[he  F\'  :()i:-21  update  of  the  Port's  10- Year  Capital  Plan  identities  a  total  need  of 
approximately  S2.I()  billion.  primariK  for  defeired  maintenanee  and  seismie  upgrade 
work  required  on  Port  faeilities.  This  is  approximately  S6()  million  greater  than  the 
approKunatel)  S2.1  billion  identified  in  the  Port's  ¥Y  201 1-20  update.  This  inerease  is 
largely  the  result  of  1)  the  1 .5°o  annual  eost  esealation  used  by  the  City  and  County  oi" 
San  Franeiseo  (CCSF),  whieh  has  been  ineorporated  into  this  Plan,  and  2)  the  inelusion  of 
a  new  year  (FY  2021 )  in  this  Plan,  where  most  of  the  F\'  201  1  eosts  beeame  a  part  of  the 
Port's  baeklog.  The  balanee  results  from  the  removal  of  eompleted  projects  and  the 
many  small  adjustments  to  eost  estimates  over  the  past  year,  many  of  which  are 
offsetting.  There  were  two  large  adjustments  this  year,  the  largest  of  which  is  the 
inclusion  of  a  new  S40  million  cost  associated  with  the  Port's  planned  new  under-pier 
utility  infrastructure  work  in  response  to  potable  water  leaks  into  San  Francisco  Bay.    fhe 
other  substantial  adjustment  is  a  reduction  to  the  estimate  for  environmental  cleanup 
work  needed  at  Pier  70  by  S22.5  million,  from  S38.5  million  down  to  S15  million.  This 
correction  stemmed  from  completion  of  Pier  70  environmental  investigation  work  last 
year;  the  $15  million  number  now  carried  in  the  Capital  Plan  database  mirrors  the 
January  2010  revision  to  the  Port's  Pier  70  Financial  Plan. 

A  summary  cif  the  changes  over  the  last  year  is  as  follows: 

Changes  in  Dollars  (in  thousands) 

FY  20 1 1  -2020  Total  $2, 1 00,640 

1.5"»Cost  Escalation  31,510 

Roll  in  of  Estimated  FY  202 1  Renewal  Costs  33.609 

Adjustments  (ct)mpleted  work,  revised  estimates)  6,846 

Total:  $2,172,605 

Broken  down  by  Port  region,  capital  need  increased  across  the  Port  as  follows: 

Change  in  Capital  Need,  by  Region  (in  thousands) 


Port  Reqion 

FY1 1-20  Total 

FY12-21  Total 

Difference 

Increase 

China  Basin 

$140,544 

$142,999 

$2,455 

1.75% 

Ferry  Building 

93,867 

95,979 

2,112 

2.25% 

Fishermans  Wharf 

113,514 

115,881 

2,367 

2.09% 

Northeast  Waterfront 

399,711 

406,267 

6,556 

1  64% 

Portwide 

353,878 

417,181 

63,303 

1  7  89% 

South  Beach 

321,647 

329,547 

7  900 

2.46% 

Southern  Waterfront 

677.479 

664.751 

/    '                \'  ■   , 

-1.88% 

$2,100,640 

$2,172,605 

$71965 

3.43% 

For  purposes  of  this  Plan,  the  Port  treats  piers  and  wharves  collectively  as  infrastructure. 
The  treatment  of  these  structures  then,  as  a  group,  is  similar  to  how  a  city  would  treat  a 
system  of  utility  mains.   Instead  of  maintaining  each  piece  of  the  system  individually,  an 
amount  of  funding  is  programmed  each  year  to  repair  or  replace  elements  that  become 
damaged  by  external  events,  as  welt  as  elements  that  become  the  weakest  part  of  the 


ONcrall  system.  This  is  in  part  because  infrastructure  elements,  unlike  building 
subsystems  (electrical  systems,  HVAC  systems)  are  not  mechanical  in  nature,  and  thus 
have  a  much  longer  lifespan.   In  addition,  because  of  these  long  life  spans,  differential 
wear-and-tear  of  the  Port's  substructure  elements  is  difficult  to  predict. 

.\s  the  Port  was  not  able  to  commit  any  capital  tlinds  to  pier  and  wharf  sub  stmcture 
renewal  over  the  past  year,  the  schedule  this  year  retlects  movement  of  $23.4  million  into 
the  FY  201  1  backlog.  Until  such  time  as  the  Port  is  in  a  position  to  commit  funding  to 
this  line  item,  that  backlog  will  continue  to  grow  in  successive  years.   This  movement  of 
the  FY  201  I  foregone  capital  expenditure  into  backlog,  as  well  as  the  addition  of  a  new 
,S40  million  cost  for  the  under  pier  utility  infrastructure  program,  is  why  the  "'Portwide" 
cost  center  listed  on  the  table  above  retlects  an  increase  of  nearly  1 8  percent. 

I  ikewise,  the  reduced  need  in  the  Southern  Waterfront  is  a  result  of  the  Port's  refmement 
of  its  estimates  for  the  cost  of  clean  up  of  hazardous  materials  at  Pier  70.  Without  this 
%22.5  million  reduction,  the  increase  in  need  in  the  Southern  Waterfront  would  be  on  par 
with  other  Port  regions. 

The  34'''  America's  Cup 

The  HVA  is  subject  to  completion  of  environmental  review  of  the  Event  under  CEQA, 
including  a  full  range  of  appropriate  alternatives  and  mitigation  measures  for  the  Event  in 
its  entirety  under  CEQA.  Since  the  Event  Authority's  designation  of  the  City  as  host  for 
the  Event  on  December  31,  2010.  City  and  Port  staff  members  have  been  meeting  with 
Event  Authority  representatives  to  initiate  the  CEQA  review  process." 

To  prepare  for  the  34"'  America's  Cup,  the  Port  would  accelerate  the  design  and  site 
preparation  for  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  project.  The  Event  would  be  the  first  user  of 
the  core  and  shell  of  a  new  cruise  tenninal  building  as  part  of  its  concept  for  an 
America's  Cup  Village  at  Piers  27-29.   During  race  events,  Pier  27  could  not  be  used  to 
receive  cruise  ship  calls. 

The  .Authority  would  be  required  to  demolish  the  Pier  27  shed  and  temporarily  move 
shoreside  power  installations  at  Pier  27,  reducing  the  Port's  overall  project  budget  for  the 
cruise  terminal.  The  Authority  would  also  demolish  portions  of  the  Pier  29  shed 


riic  H\  A  may  be  subject  to  tiirther  changes  in  the  course  uf  pubHc  review  of  the  H\ent  during  the 
extensive  approval  processes  that  will  tbilovv  C'tf^A  review  and  in  response  to  other  City.  Port,  and  public 
concerns  that  may  arise,  and  is  limited  to  the  uses  cuirently  proposed  by  the  Event  Authority,  and  does  not 
cover  all  potential  uses  for  event  venues,  which  the  Pcirt  may  consider  in  the  course  of  the  approval 
processes.  The  HV.\  may  be  amended  to  reflect  any  subsequent  proposal  to  change  ihe  uses,  the  mix  of 
uses,  the  intensity  of  development,  or  other  fundamental  terms,  subject  to  Port  Commission  review  ,ind 
additional  CEQA  review,  if  the  changes  have  not  already  been  analyzed.    The  HV.\  is  not  intended  to  be. 
and  will  not  become,  contractually  binding  until  CEQA  review  is  complete.  While  the  \I(JL'  implemeiils 
certain  obligations  of  the  City  and  the  Port  in  planning  f(^r  the  Event,  should  it  be  approved,  approval  ot  the 
MOC  does  not  approve  or  finalize  all  iif  the  material  terms  ,ind  cfiiditions  of  the  pn^jcct. 


consistent  with  Secretary  ot'the  Interior's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  ot" Historic 
Properties. 

The  Authority  would  be  required  to  invest  approximately  S47  million  in  Piers  30-32  and 
S7.5  million  for  the  Pier  2^  and  Pier  29  work  described  above,  or  make  total 
infrastructure  investments  at  other  Port  sites  totaling  $55  before  theMatch  in  2013.   In 
m-der  to  recover  these  investments  the  Authority  would  receive  long  term  development 
rights  at  Piers  30-32  and  SWL  330. 

The  Port  would  provide  Venue  Leases  at  8  piers  and  SWL  330  at  no  cost  to  the 
.\uthority.  An  MOU  between  the  Controller  and  the  Port  would  provide  that  the  City 
would  make  payments  to  the  Port  in  lieu  of  lost  rent. 

Fhe  focus  on  the  34'^  America's  Cup  means  that  the  Port  will  have  to  expedite  a  few 
primary  capital  projects  called  for  in  the  HVA  (the  cruise  temiinal,  the  Brannan  Street 
Wharf,  and  Pier  36  removal).  Other  projects,  such  as  the  Backlands  and  Piers  19-23 
project,  will  likely  experience  delays  in  project  delivery  due  to  staffing  and  related 
rest)urce  issues,  but  the  Port  remains  committed  to  pursuing  a  strategy  of  capital 
investment  that  enhances  the  Port's  balance  sheet. 


Port  Revenue  Bond  Capacity 

hi  February  2010,  the  Port  issued  $36.7  million  in  Revenue  Bonds  in  two  series  -  a  non- 
AMT  tax-exempt  series  (Series  2010A)  and  a  taxable  series  (Series  2010B).  The  capital 
projects  receiving  tlinding  from  these  bond  proceeds  include  the  Pier  27  cruise  tenninal 
project.  Pier  90-96  backlands.  design  work  for  Piers  19-23,  Piers  33  and  35,  Pier  19  roof 
replacements,  and  the  Pier  50  valley.  When  the  bonds  were  sold,  the  Port  prepared  five 
year  projections  of  its  net  revenues  and  debt  service,  which  included  the  assumption  that 
the  Port  would  be  issuing  approximately  $59.5  million  in  additional  debt  within  that  five 
year  period  (2010-2015).  These  projections  were  based  on  ( I)  $10  million  in  net  annual 
revenues,  (2)  an  assumption  that  all  future  debt  would  be  tax-exempt  and  (3)  the  addition 
of  new  revenue  sources.  However,  the  Port's  project  needs  require  funding  by  taxable 
debt  which  is  more  expensive  thereby  reducing  future  capacity  accordingly.  The  2010 
assumption  also  included  projected  new  revenues  from  completion  of  Piers  90-96,  Pier 
27  cruise  terminal.  Piers  19-23,  and  Pier  33  based  on  completion  dates  that  are  not  now 
possible  given  the  changes  in  the  Port's  priorities. 

Based  on  lower  actual  net  revenues  in  2010,  consideration  of  taxable  debt,  and  revised 
project  completion  schedules,  the  Port  can  issue  approximately  $40  million  of  debt  over 
the  next  five  years.  In  2010.  three  credit  ratings  agencies  indicated  that  their  ratings 
(Moody's:  "A I".  S&P:  "A"  and  Fitch:  •\\")  were  based  on  the  expectation  that  the  Port 
would  maintain  a  debt  service  coverage  ratio  of  2.0  times.  The  planned  uses  for  the  $40 
million  of  new  debt  include  the  Pier  27  cruise  tenninal  project,  Piers  19-23,  Wharf  J9  and 
Pier  48.  These  projects  benefit  the  local  economy  and  generate  income  for  the  Port  to 
inv  est  in  ongoing  capital  projects  to  partially  address  the  over  $  1 .0  billion  of  identified 


need  for  renewal  and  repair  of  existing  faeilities  and  deteiTed  maintenance.  The  proposed 
MOL  would  maintain  the  Port's  bonding  capacity  from  FY  2011  12  through  FY  2013  14 
for  these  important  projects. 

Planned  debt  issuance  includes  SI 5  million  in  FY  201 1-12  for  the  Pier  1~J  Cruise 
Tcmiinal  Project  and  S25  million  in  FY  2013-14  for  Piers  19-23,  48,  and  Wharf  J9. 

The  legacy  leases  from  the  HVA  will  result  in  ongoing  Port  lease  revenue  reductions 
beginning  in  F\'  2014  15  of  between  SI. 38  million  and  S2.37  million  which  will  reduce 
debt  capacity  by  S20  million  to  S34.3  million.  The  strategy  to  rebuild  debt  capacity  is  a 
combination  of  reducing  operating  expenses,  particularly  for  services  of  other 
departments,  to  use  this  existing  debt  capacity  for  revenue  generating  projects,  such  as 
Piers  19-23.  and  to  find  new  sources  of  public  investment. 


Change  to  Seismic  Cost  Estimation 

Since  the  publication  of  the  Port's  tlrst  capital  Plan  in  2006,  the  Port  has  maintained  a 
policy  decision  to  assume  a  need  for  seismic  repair  that  exceeds  code-driven 
requirements.   In  consideration  of  the  fact  that  many  of  the  Port's  structures  are  100  years 
t)ld.  the  Port's  original  Plan  adopted  a  standard  that  all  properties  should  be  maintained  to 
reasonably  modern  seismic  standards,  as  if  they  were  originally  constructed  within  the 
last  few  decades.  While  this  approach  represented  a  clear  picture  of  how  the  Port  would 
like  to  maintain  all  facilities,  there  were  also  a  few  drawbacks. 

In  recognition  of  the  size  of  the  Port's  structural  challenges  and  very  scarce  resources  for 
capital,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  this  Plan  now  will  only  program  handing  for  seismic  work 
where  a  change  of  use  or  major  rehabilitation  is  taking  place,  which  is  a  change  from 
prior  iterations  of  this  Plan.  Fhe  ?oxX  still  endorses  the  idea  that,  where  possible,  very  old 
facilities  should  be  brought  up  to  modem  seismic  standards,  whether  compelled  by  code 
or  not.  While  this  departs  from  capital  planning  convention  and  the  practice  of  CCSF 
planning  efforts,  the  age  and  structure  of  the  Port's  facilities  are  unique,  and,  in  the 
opinion  of  staff,  merit  this  consideration. 

In  short,  the  Port  will  continue  to  abide  by  a  conservative  policy  for  assessing  need,  but 
will  now  confoiTn  to  City  practice  when  confronting  spending  trade-offs,  and  will  only 
program  funds  for  seismic  needs  as  defined  by  capital  planning  convention,  i.e.,  required 
by  code. 

Over  the  next  10  years,  that  need  totals  just  over  S500  million'. 


This  nuinber  excludes  Pier  "0.  'Ahcre  the  costs  for  seismic  wcirk  arc  rolled  into  "full  rchahiliiatu  n 
-stiinatcs.  Vvhere  sciMiiic-only  costs  cannot  he  separated  lut. 


\e\v  AllcK'ation  Stratcuv  for  Pcm1  Capital  Funds 

One  of  the  biggest  ehanges  from  prior  plans  has  been  the  reshaping  of  the  Port's  proeess 
for  alloeating  Port-generated  eapital  funds.  Whereas  in  prior  vears  the  proeesses  for 
establishing  the  eapital  budget  and  planning  expenditures  for  the  10-Year  Capital  Plan 
were  distinet.  this  Plan  eonsidered  them  together  through  a  single  proeess  for  the  first 
time. 

Similar  to  the  Pt>rt's  first  lO-Year  Capital  Plan  published  in  2006,  the  process  began  with 
a  series  of  meetings  with  designated  representatives  from  each  of  the  Port's  seven 
Divisions  -  the  Capital  Projects  Working  Group  ("CP  Group")  -  to  come  up  with  new 
evaluation  criteria  for  capital  projects.  Through  these  meetings  Port  staff  came  to 
ciMisensus  on  the  appropriate  weight  of  each  criterion,  such  that  the  CP  Group  could 
allocate  a  total  score  to  each  project  follow  ing  re\  iew. 

These  first  set  of  "evaluation"  criteria  address  public  safety  and  the  Port's  mission,  as  set 
out  in  the  Burton  ,\ct  and  Transfer  /Agreement  of  1969.  These  were  scored  in  increments 
of  five  points,  up  to  the  maximum  specific  to  each  criterion,  as  follows: 

Review  Criterion  Maximum  Score 
Does  the  project  address  a  code  or  regulatory  issue?  20 

Does  the  project  significantly  reduce  liability  to  the  Port?  15 

Does  the  prt)ject  promote  commerce,  navigation  or  fisheries?  10 

Dees  the  project  attract  people  to  the  waterfront?  10 

Does  the  project  protect  natural  or  cultural  resources?  10 

The  rev  iew  pri>cess  also  made  use  of  two  complimentary  ways  of  scoring  capital  projects 
that  would  bring  in  additional  revenue  and/or  reduce  operating  costs,  the  first  intended  to 
capture  the  efficiency  of  the  investment,  the  second,  the  scale  of  the  financial  impact: 

What  is  the  pay  back  perit)d,  if  10  years  or  less?  10 

What  is  the  total  lO-year  financial  benefit  to  the  Port?  20 

Where  a  project  would  pay  for  itself  in  10  years,  that  project  was  scored  by  subtracting 
the  payback  period,  in  years,  from  1 1 .   P^or  example,  a  project  with  a  pay  back  period  of 
three  years  would  score  H  points  in  this  category. 

To  determine  the  score  assigned  for  the  10-year  financial  benefit,  the  CP  Group  took  the 
real  benefits,  as  recorded  in  dollars,  and  then  considered  the  distribution  of  all  the  values 
returned  for  projects  at  the  end  of  the  review  process.    The  results  were  a  rather  even 
distribution,  which  made  appropriate  a  simple  method  of  scaling,  where  a  project 
received  1  point  for  every  S500,000  worth  of  benefit  within  the  10-year  Plan.   For 
example,  a  S4  million  project  that  would  generate  SI  million  per  year  in  new  revenues 
would  score  12  points  in  this  category  [(SIO  million  -  ,S4  million)    S5()0,()00)|. 


Port  staffchosc  10  \ears  as  a  cutoff  for  consideration  of  projects  that  would  offset  their 
costs  with  increased  revenues  largely  because  the  scope  of  this  Plan  is  one  of  10  \cars. 
Independently,  however,  the  CP  Group  considered  any  notion  of  a  pay  back  period 
bexond  10  \ears  to  be  too  speculative  to  consider  among  the  merits  of  any  given  prt)ject. 

Finally,  Port  staff  reviewed  all  projects  to  detennine  if  they  fell  into  one  or  more  of  the 
four  major  categories  listed  below.  The  CP  Group  detennined  that  a  project  belonging  to 
one  of  these  groups  was  worthy  of  separate  consideration  either  before  or  after  other 
projects,  depending  on  the  category. 

Prioritization  Category 

•  Is  the  project  required  to  address  an  emergency,  defined  as  an  immediate  threat  to 
human  health  or  the  environment? 

•  Is  the  project  legally  mandated  by  a  regulatory  order  or  legal  judgment? 

•  Is  the  project  substantially  matched  by  outside  funding  sources? 

De-prioritization  Categt)ry 

•  Is  the  project  non-revenue  generating  and  does  it  have  less  than  25%  in  outside 
matching  funds? 

To  program  the  Port's  capital  funds  over  the  first  five  years  of  this  Plan,  the  CP  Group 
proceeded  methodically  through  projects,  ranked  in  order  of  highest  scoring  to  lowest 
scoring,  category  by  category,  in  this  order:    1 )  emergency  projects,  2)  legally  mandated 
projects,  3)  substantially  leveraged  projects,  4)  all  other  projects  not  placed  in  one  of  the 
categories  above,  and  5)  non-revenue  generating,  unleveraged  projects. 

The  CP  Group  presented  the  results  of  this  process  to  the  Port  Executive  Director,  who 
concurred  w ith  the  results,  to  be  forwarded  to  the  Port  Commission. 

Also  a  result  i)f  this  new  process,  this  Plan  uses  a  reorganized  Funding  and  Expenditure 
Plan.   In  prior  iterations  of  this  document,  the  Port  carried  overall  need  from  year  to  year, 
showing  a  large  continuing  balance.   While  this  gives  an  accurate  picture  of  the  constant 
and  persi.stent  nature  of  the  Port's  capital  need,  it  prevented  the  simple  balancing  of 
funding  and  spending  that  is  typical  for  more  programmed  planning  documents.  This 
new  process  ties  funding  to  spending,  and  matches  with  the  Port's  2-year  budget  for 
capital  funds,  produced  in  the  Port's  Finance  and  Administration  Division. 
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Just  over  SI  billion,  or  roughly  hainiie  overall  need  identified  in  the  Port's  10- Year 
Capital  Plan,  adtlresses  renewal  and  repair  of  existing  faeilities  or  deterred  maintenanee. 
Of  the  S772  million  the  Port  proposes  to  fund  in  the  10- Year  Capital  Plan,  approximately 
S621  million  is  alloeated  to  renewal  and  repair  (aecompanied  by  seismic  upgrades,  where 
triggered  by  other  work),  reducing  the  Port's  overall  need  from  S2. 17  billion  to  1.55 
billion,  with  the  remaining  SI  5 1  million  allocated  to  capital  enhancements  projects. 

The  Portwide  .Annual  Programs  that  are  funded  on  a  continuing  basis  in  the  Port's  annual 
capital  budgets  include  ( 1 )  emergency  tacility  repair,  a  set-aside  of  funds  for  unforeseen 
situations,  available  for  the  most  pressing  capital  needs  in  subsequent  years  if  the 
programmed  year  remains  emergency- free,  (2)  completing  renovations  in  keeping  with 
the  Americans  with  Disabilities  .Act,  and  (3)  dredging  of  the  bay  tloor  along  the 
waterfront,  which  maintains  the  depth  of  the  berths  at  the  Port's  piers  so  that  they  remain 
suitable  for  water  traffic. 

Other  spending  plan  items  include  (4)  emerging  needs,  where  planning  and  design  of 
projects  are  funded  in  order  to  position  them  for  non-Port  sources  of  construction  tiinds, 
(5)  capital  enhancements,  where  new  assets  are  being  constructed  or  where  development 
of  a  facility  includes  rehabilitation  far  beyond  return  to  current  use,  and  (6)  .America's 
Cup  Event  .Authority  ("ACEA")  projects,  as  discussed  in  detail  below. 

Because  of  the  sheer  magnitude  of  the  Port's  remaining  Annual  Program,  the  Pier/Wharf 
Substructure  Reinvestment  program,  for  the  moment,  receives  little,  if  any,  flinding.  The 
Port  should  reinvest  back  into  the  Port's  pier  substructures  0.75%  of  the  value  of  those 
substructures,  each  year  .  Unfortunately,  because  of  the  cost  to  do  so,  the  Port  has  been 
unable  to  make  the  necessary  investments  to  maintain  the  Port's  substructures  in  good 
repair. 

For  discussion  pertaining  to  the  estimated  $20  million  shortfall  in  FY  201 3,  please  see 
discussion  of  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  project  on  page  1 8. 

For  a  detailed  breakdown  of  costs  in  the  schedule  above,  see  Appendix  A  to  this  report. 
A  fiirther  breakdown  of  projects  within  each  building  is  available  upon  request. 

It  is  important  to  note  that,  as  with  prior  reports  and  in  keeping  with  capital  planning 
convention,  the  backlog  costs  have  been  estimated  in  2012  dollars,  and  are  not  escalated 
to  the  anticipated  project  date. 
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IV.        Plan  of  Finance 

Port  staff  proposes  —  and  the  Port  Commission  will  eventually  make  decisions  regarding 
-  a  financing  plan  that  will  fiind  S772  million  over  the  ten  years  of  this  Plan.  These 
financing  tools  consist  of  S55  million  from  the  ACE  A.  S40  million  in  Port  Revenue 
Bonds.  $23  1.5  million  in  Infrastructure  Finance  District  (IFD)  Bonds.  S18.6  million  in 
2008  General  Obligation  Bonds.  S34  million  tlnanced  with  the  assistance  of  the  Public 
L  tilities  Commission,  over  S4()  million  from  a  variety  of  federal  funding  sources,  funds 
from  the  Port's  operating  budget,  and  private  funds  from  Port  tenant  obligations  and 
proposed  development  partners. 

The  proposed  S772  million  in  funding  over  the  next  ten  years  is  $  1 22  million  more  than 
the  $650  million  propo-sed  in  last  year's  10-year  Capital  Plan.  This  difference  is  primarily 
due  to  new  sources  of  fianding  from  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  and  through  the 
Port's  SFPUC-assisted  public  financing  needed  to  address  under  pier  utility  infrastructure 
needs. 


34'''  America's  Cup 

While  much  activity  has  taken  place  over  the  last  year,  the  visible  and  impactful  change 
for  the  Port  in  2010  was  the  selection  of  San  Francisco  to  host  the  34''  /America's  Cup  in 
2013.    The  HVA  among  the  City,  the  \CEy\  and  the  San  Francisco  America's  Cup 
Organizing  Committee  calls  for  use  of  eight  piers  (Piers  30-32,  28,  26,  19,  23,  27  &  29) 
and  the  approximately  two-acre  Seawall  Lot  330  for  Event-related  activities,  starting  in 
2012,  subject  to  the  City's  successful  completion  of  analysis  required  pursuant  to  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA").  As  described  later  in  this  report,  the 
MVA  requires  substantial  improvements  to  Port  property  by  2013  and  will  likely  alter  the 
Port's  long-term  debt  strategy. 

The  HVA  requires  both  the  City  and  the  ACEA  to  make  improvements  to  Port  property 
in  anticipation  of  the  34'''  America's  Cup  in  2013.  The  ACEA  is  required  to  make  $55 
million  in  expenditures  to  improve  Port  property  prior  to  the  Match  in  2013.  On 
February  9,  201 1,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  published  the  Notice  of 
Preparation  ("NOP")  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("EIR")  for  the  34'''  .Xmerica's 
Cup  venue  sites. 

The  NOP  includes  the  following  project  descriptions  for  uses  of  Port  facilities  for  the 
Event  (with  upgrades  necessary  for  these  improvements  included  in  the  NOP): 

Piers  27-29,  luid  Pier  29  '■::  America  's  Cup  I'illui^e,  which  may  draw  iipproximatc/v 
25,(100-50,000  1  isLtors  per  day,  including  up  to  600  workers.  .  Icccss  to  Pier  2 "-29,  hotli 
vehicular  ami  pedestrian,  would  he  controlled.  Tcmporarx  uses  and  related 
improvements  for  .{C  I'dlage  would  include:  Food  cuui  beverage,  and  hospilalit\  in  the 
Pier  2"  terminal  building.  Outdoor  amphitheater  cnid  event  seati/ig:  I  IP  hospitalitv 
area;  B<jat  displax  area;  .IC'i7  interactive  displavs;  (  hildrcn  's  area.  Sponsor  displav 
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iircds;  FooJ  niuJ  hcvcrni^c  vendors:  Retail,  cxhihitioii  lUid  mere  luvuHsiiig  area:  and 
Pier  jy  '  -  Event  staining  hack  of  house. 

Piers  .H)-32:  Improvements  to  provide  up  to  10  team  bases,  for  boat  working  and 
maintenance,  deliveries,  storage  and  ancillary  team  parking,  and  controlled  public 
access.  Pempora/y  uses  and  related  improvements  proposed  to  support  AC 34  events  at 
Pier  30-32  would  include:  Pemporary  structures  including  areas  for  boat  lift,  boat 
maintenance,  boat  storage,  offices,  and  support  spaces;  Boat  lifts  for  lifting  racing 
vachts  in  and  out  of  the  wiUer:  Team  hospitality:  S50  linear  feet  of  temporaiy  floating 
boat  slips  on  both  the  south  and  north  face  of  Piers  30-32  with  retaining  pilings  and 
gangways  J rom  pier  deck.  The  floating  docks  would  be  anchored  using  piles,  gravity 
anchors  or  screw  anchors:  Controlled  public  access  to  active  boat  launch  and  work 
areas  on  the  pier  to  protect  public  safety. 

Piers  26  and  2H:   L  ses  would  include  storage,  parking,  and  regatta  and  team 
operations.  Either  Pier  26  or  Pier  28  could  be  dedicated  exclusively  to  parking  use  for 
workers  of  team  support  staff  working  at  Piers  30-32,  and  signage  and  traffic 
nianagement  improvements  necessary  to  minimize  vehicle  pedestrian  conflicts  along 
Herb  Caen  iVay. 

Other  iinportant  areas  ineluded  in  the  NOP  are:  Pier  SO,  for  ancillary  use  as  team 
support;  the  Pier  32-36  open  water  basin,  for  temporary  racing  yacht  mooring;  Brannan 
vStreet  Wharf,  for  race  viewing;  SVVL  330,  for  temporary  use  for  parking,  and;  Piers  19, 
19  '-:,  and  23.  for  event  media,  logistical  support,  and  storage  uses. 

Subject  to  completing  CFiQA  review  and  certifying  a  final  EIR,  the  HV'A  requires  the 
Port  and  the  ACE-A  to  make  the  following  improvements  to  Port  property: 

Section  6. 1 :  If  the  /\greements  between  the  City  and  the  /VCEA  contemplated  by  the 
HVA  are  entered  into  by  the  City  and  the  ACEA,  the  Port  will: 

•  Work  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  demolish  and  remove  Pier  16  by 
no  later  than  January  1.  2013; 

•  Complete  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf  by  no  later  than  June  30,  201 3; 

•  Relocate  and  or  store  the  shoreside  power  installation  for  Pier  27  with  funds  (up 
to  S2  million)  provided  by  the  ACE/\;  and 

•  Provide  Pier  27  for  team  hospitality  berths  without  compromising  the  Port's 
cruise  terminal  operating  requirements  by  January  I,  2012. 

Section  6.2:  Under  the  applicable  Venue  [.case,  the  ACE.A  will  perform: 

•  All  pile  replacements,  substructure  strengthening  and  deck  repairs  o\\  Piers  '>()-32 
necessary  for  the  E\ent: 


LS 


• 


• 


Consistent  with  Secretary  of  the  hiterior's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  iif  Historic 
Properties,  demohtion  of  any  portions  of  Pier  29  and  Pier  27  for  the  Event 
(including  the  removal  of  the  existing  shed  on  Pier  27)  for  the  Port's  Pier  27 
cruise  temiinal  project  as  agreed  by  the  Port  and  the  Authority; 

I  pon  60  days'  notice  from  the  City,  pavment  to  the  City  in  an  amount  equal  to 
the  lesser  of  the  actual  cost  of  relocating  and,  or  storing  the  shoreside  power 
installation  for  Pier  27  or  $2  million;  and 

At  the  ACEA's  discretion:  (i)  pile  replacements,  substructure  strengthening,  deck 
repairs,  or  superstructure  strengthening  or  other  improvements  to  prepare  the 
waterfront  for  the  Event  on  any  Short-Temi  Venue  or  other  Port  property,  subject 
to  Port  approval;  and  (ii)  any  cash  contribution  made  to  the  City  to  complete  the 
Pier  27  cruise  terminal  or  the  adjacent  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza. 


l-'nder  Pier  Ctility  Infrastructure 

This  year's  Plan  provides  much  greater  detail  about  the  Port's  utility  infrastructure  needs 
than  prior  iterations.   Prompted  by  a  series  of  potable  water  leaks  into  San  Francisco  Bay 
and  with  direction  from  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board, 
Port  staff  members  have  initiated  an  aggressive  program  of  under-pier  inspections.  The 
Port  is  coordinating  this  effort  with  the  assistance  of  its  sister  agencies,  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  ("DPW")  and  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  ("SFPL'C"). 
The  purpose  of  the  ongoing  inspection  program  is  to  ascertain  the  general  condition  of 
the  sewer  and  water  infrastructure  under  the  Port's  piers,  and  to  generate  cost  estimates 
for  repairs,  upgrades  and  replacements. 

Preliminary  results  of  this  inspection  program,  as  of  February  10,  201 1,  indicate  a  total 
need  of  approximately  S40  million.   While  the  inspection  phase  of  the  program  is 
complete,  the  analysis  of  field  data,  which  will  ultimately  generate  final  cost  estimates,  is 
only  }}  percent  complete. 

The  Port  continues  to  partner  with  the  SFPUC  to  explore  low-cost  public  financing     . 
alternatives  to  address  critical  water  and  wastewater  needs  at  the  Port.  This  includes  the 
Auxiliary  Water  Supply  System,  improvements  for  which  are  to  be  funded  through  the 
recent  voter-approved  Earthquake  Safety  &  Emergency  Response  General  Obligation 
Bond  program.   For  other  piers,  temporary  utility  rate  increases  will  provide  the  basis  for 
public  financing  that  will  allow  immediate  investment  in  troubled  facilities.    The  SFPL'C 
will  coordinate  with  the  Port  to  conduct  rate  increase  sensitivity  analvses  in  order  to  make 
detenninations  about  the  level  of  funding  this  method  of  financing  will  support  within  the 
first  few  years  of  the  Port's  1 0- Year  Capital  Plan. 


W  here  needed  repair  work  is  not  eligible  for  funding  via  rate  inereases  (or  is  too 
e\pensi\e  to  be  supported  by  rate  inereases),  the  Port  is  exploring  options  with  the 
SFPIC  regarding  grant  or  other  funding. 

Additionally,  some  struetures  identified  in  the  Under  Pier  Utility  Inspeetion  Program  are 
antieipated  to  beeome  the  foeus  of  development  opportunities  in  which  the  de\  eloper 
would  assume  the  obligations  to  undertake  necessary  repairs  and  replacements. 
Furthemiore.  some  of  the  Port's  tenants  are  obligated  under  the  terms  of  their  lease 
agreements  to  maintain  the  infrastructure  on  their  leaseholds.   Finally,  for  some  piers,  the 
Port  has  no  plans  for  long-temi  capital  investment.   Under  these  circumstances  the  Port 
will  make  i)ngoing  short-tenn  investments  to  match  the  expected  life  of  the  facilities. 

To  be  responsive  to  the  increased  activity  that  will  result  from  the  34"^  America's  Cup, 
this  Plan  assumes  an  expenditure  of  S5  million  over  each  of  the  first  two  years,  with 
limited  repair  activity  during  the  event.  The  first  two  years  of  the  work  would  focus  on 
utility  infrastructure  investment  at  those  facilities  that  are  expected  to  experience  the  most 
race-related  spectator  and  employee  activity.  These  facilities  would  require  the  most 
immediate,  preventative  attention  in  order  to  mitigate  risk  posed  by  increased  loading  on 
the  utility  systems  from  proposed  activities.   For  example,  as  a  keystone  to  the  34^'^ 
America's  Cup,  Pier  27  would  experience  greatly  increased  traffic  and  would  be 
prioritized  for  repairs  in  the  first  year  of  this  Plan. 

During  the  race  itself  in  2013,  work  will  be  restricted  to  facilities  in  the  Port's  southern 
waterfront  so  as  to  not  disrupt  the  event.  /\fter  the  34'^  America's  Cup  activity 
concludes,  the  Port  will  regularize  its  repair  schedule,  with  a  levelized  expenditure 
estimated  at  $3  million  annually,  and  proceed  until  all  work  is  complete.^ 


Infrastructure  Financing  District  Revenues 

In  prior  iterations  of  this  Plan  (issued  prior  to  sharp  increases  in  market  volatility  in 
2008),  the  Port  had  identified  $140  million  in  IFD  tax  increment  bond  proceeds  from 
development  at  Pier  70  and  SWL  337.  Pier  70  was  identified  as  the  likely  recipient  of 
^^0%  of  anticipated  IFD  funding.  The  specific  areas  identified  at  Pier  70  included  general 
infrastructure,  environmental  remediation,  open  space  development,  pier  and  wharf 
repairs,  and  the  L'nion  Ironworks  Building.  The  remaining  $20  million  was  tentatively 
identified  for  investment  at  Islais  Creek  and  in  the  Blue  Greenway. 

Looking  toward  current  plans  for  development  of  the  Port's  SWL  337,  the  developer's 
proposal  anticipates  a  phased  multi->ear  project  with  horizontal  development  costs  of 
approximately  $125  million  and  vertical  development  costs  of  approximately  $1.5  billion. 
About  25"'o  of  this  investment,  or  approximately  $400  million  worth,  is  expected  to  occur 
within  the  10-year  scope  of  this  Plan. 


Shdiikl  rlic  .AincriL-a's  Cup  return  lo  S.m  rnmosco  iftcr  the  '+  '  (up.  iliis  s.-hcduK;  m  uM  he  modiried  to 
.■n>ure  ei  ristructii  n  >KfiMties  do  not  interfere  with  laee  events  in  future  vearK. 
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\\  hile  Port  staff  assumes  that  revenues  and  tax  inerement  arising  from  development  of 
SWL  33"  uill  likelv  be  realized  before  2021.  the  Plan  does  not  assign  SWL  337's 
projeeted  S05  nullion  in  tax  inerement  debt  proeeeds  to  speeifie  uses. 

While  the  SWL  351  development  will  ultimately  yield  the  Port  a  new  SI 7.5  million  open 
spaee.  the  expeeted  result  from  development  negotiations  will  allow  for  tax  inerement  to 
he  based  off  of  the  larger  S400  million  development  projeet.  Based  on  the  tenn  sheet 
with  San  Franeiseo  Waterfront  Partners  approved  by  the  Port  Commission,  the  SW  L  351 
projeet  will  inelude  ereation  of  an  Infrastrueture  Finaneing  Distriet  that  is  expeeted  to 
generate  S2()  million  in  tax  inerement  debt  proeeeds  available  to  flind  Port  Capital  needs. 
As  with  SWL  337,  this  Plan  retleets  eontinuing  uneertainty  of  the  real  estate  market,  and 
these  potential  IFD  funds  are  not  programmed  in  the  first  five  years  of  the  Plan. 

Pursuant  to  Port  Commission  direetion.  Port  staff  has  started  the  process  of  implementing 
the  Pier  70  Master  Plan,  starting  with  the  issuance  of  a  Request  for  Qualifications  for  a 
developer  for  the  20  acre  Waterfront  Site.   The  passage  of  AB  1 199  (Assemblymember 
Tom  Ammiano)  reduces  the  Pier  70  finance  gap  estimated  in  early  2010  of  $46  million 
by  S 1 3  million.   Due  to  the  development  timeline  for  Pier  70,  the  Plan  only  assumes  that 
a  portion  of  Pier  70  expenditures  will  occur  by  202 1 . 


Major  Revenue  Bond  Funded  Projects,  Current  and  Proposed 

•  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  Project  -  On  September  27,  2007,  the  Port  Commissit)n 
accepted  the  Cruise  Terminal  Advisory  Panel's  recommendation  to  relocate  the 
Port's  primary  cruise  terminal  from  Pier  35  to  Pier  27.  On  December  14,  2010, 
the  Port  Commission  selected  design  option  B2  for  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal. 
That  option  contemplates  a  total  project  budget  of  $  1 14, 100,000.  The  Port  has 
S3(),  100,000  of  funding  in  hand  from  the  Series  2010  Revenue  Bonds,  the 
Watermark  Sales  Proceeds  and  deferred  land  sales  proceeds  and  plans  additional 
Port  funding  of  $16.75  million.  The  project  budget  anticipates  $45,792,3(S1  in 
non-Port  sources,  including  City  funding,  ACEA  shed  removal  funds,  security 
grant  funding,  and  City  General  Obligation  bond  funding  to  complete  the 
Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  at  Pier  27.   There  is  a  current  project  shortfall  of  S2 1 .5 
million. 

•  lVharfJ9  Repairs:  The  Port  needs  to  replace  the  Wharf  J-9  seawall  that  is 
required  to  continue  the  use  of  the  adjoining  leased  facilities  for  which  the  Port 
proposes  to  allocate  S5  million  in  revenue  bonds. 

•  Pier  48:  The  roof  at  Pier  48  is  deteriorating  with  weather  penetration  taking  place 
over  certain  parts  of  the  shed,  which  has  lead  to  small  amounts  of  dry  rot.  Good 
revenue  streams  and  expected  future  development  of  the  adjacent  SWL  337  make 
this  a  valuable  asset  to  the  Port.  The  timely  replacement  of  roofs  has  a  strong 
preventative  benetlt.  further  making  Pier  4S  a  good  candidate  for  investment  ()\' 
revenue  bond  monies.   Renewal  of  roof  elements  at  Pier  4.S  are  curreiUlv 


scheduled  tor  FY  2014.  though  this  could  change  based  on  how  development 
proceeds  at  SWL  337. 

Piers  19  and  23:  Tliese  pierjf  are  located  near  one  another  in  the  northern 
uatertVont.  They  require  repairs  and  seismic  upgrades  and  are  cun"entl>  without 
any  long-temi  leases.  The  Series  2010  re\enue  bonds  include  $3.5  million  to 
repair  the  Pier  19  roof  to  enable  continued  interim  leasing  of  that  facility.  The 
Pier  19  bulkhead  is  also  a  potential  location  to  co-locate  emergency  response 
facilities  which  could  include  a  marine  fire  station,  marine  police  units,  and  other 
agency  facilities.  The  Series  2010  revenue  bonds  also  include  $2  million  in 
design  funding  for  further  improvements  to  either  Pier  19  or  Pier  1?). 

Port  staff  envisions  a  mixed  use  development  project  at  either  Pier  1 9  or  Pier  12>, 
subject  to  approval  by  the  Port  Commission,  the  Mayor,  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  Staff  projects  that  the  cost  of  a  mixed  use,  adaptive  reuse  project  at 
either  Pier  19  or  Pier  23  would  be  $85  million,  based  on  certified  costs  to 
construct  Pier  1  and  construction  cost  inflation  since  Pier  1  opened.  This  project 
is  dependent  on  developing  a  fmancially-feasible  mixed  use  program  consisting  of 
interim  non-trust  and  public  trust  uses,  consistent  with  a  proposed  interim  leasing 
policy  for  Port  historic  structures  pending  Port  Commission  consideration.  Other 
funding  for  the  Pier  19  or  Pier  23  project  would  include  funding  from  lease 
revenues,  IFD  revenues,  federal  historic  tax  credits,  and  private  equity. 

Pier  35  Cruise  Terminal  -  To  continue  the  Port's  cruise  business,  which 
cuiTcntly  consists  of  approximately  45-65  cruise  calls  per  year,  the  Port  of  San 
Francisco  requires  at  least  two  cruise  berths.  Pier  35  is  currently  the  Port's 
primary  cruise  terminal  and  will  continue  in  service  after  Pier  27  re-opens.   In 
2009,  Port  engineers  conducted  a  facility  assessment  of  Pier  35  and  found  that 
urgent  repairs  are  needed  to  the  pier  superstructure  to  keep  the  facility  open. 
Thus,  the  Port  allocated  $5.5  million  of  the  Series  2010  revenue  bonds  to  fund 
immediate  facility  repairs.  Additional  substructure  repair  and  seismic 
improvements  are  required  to  keep  the  facility  operational. 

Pier  90-94  Backlands:  The  Port's  largest  unleased  area  of  Port  property  is  the 
Pier  90-94  Backlands,  an  areaof  unengineered  till  not  suitable  for  commercial 
buildings  without  the  inclusion  of  costly  pile  supported  foundations.    Ihe  Series 
2010  revenue  bonds  include  S8  million  in  funding  for  new  road  and  utilities  to 
support  new  leasing  plots  that  are  planned  for  the  site.  DPW  staff  is  cunently 
developing  construction  documents.  Port  staff  expects  the  design  will  be 
completed  by  the  end  of  201 1,  and  the  project  will  be  advertised  for  bids 
sometime  in  spring  of  2012.  Construction  is  expected  to  be  completed  by  the  end 
of2012. 


General  Ohlit^ation  Boim\  Projects 

In  February  2008  San  Francisco  voters  approved  a  S185  million  General  Obligation  bond 
for  park  and  open  space  improvements  throughout  the  City,  of  which  S3 3. 5  million  has 
been  allocated  to  fund  or  partially  fund  Port  open  space  improvements  across  the  Port's 
waterfront.  Port  General  Obligation  Bond  projects  include:  a  promenade  at  Pier  43' :  in 
Fisherman's  Wharf;  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf  Park  in  Southbeach;  Bayfront  Park  in  the 
Port's  China  Basin  region;  and,  in  the  Port's  Southern  Waterfront,  Crane  Cove  Park, 
Wann  Water  Cove  Park,  Islais  Creek,  and  an  entrance  to  Heron's  Head  Park.  In  FY  2010, 
using  S3. 1  million  of  the  first  bond  issuance  the  Port  initiated  planning  and  design  efforts 
for  these  projects.  On  Februarv  9,  2010  the  Port  Commission  authorized  the  issuance  of 
the  second  sale  for  the  2008  GO  Bond  projects.  The  second  sale  was  for  $10.7  million  for 
the  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link,  Blue  Greenvvay  and  the  Bayfront  Park  shoreline  projects.  \ 
third  issuance  for  S 11 .6  million  is  planned  for  in  March  201 1  for  the  final  phase  of  the 
Pier  43  Bay  Trail  L.ink  and  portions  of  the  Brannan  Street  WTiarf  and  Blue  Greenway 
projects.  Port  staff  members  anticipate  a  fourth  and  final  issuance  of  $7  million  in  FY 
2012  that  will  fund  the  final  phase  of  the  Blue  Greenway  projects. 

Because  the  liability  has  not  yet  been  removed  from  the  capital  needs  side  of  the  ledger, 
the  10-year  Capital  Plan  includes  the  full  balance  of  $33. 5  million  in  cost  for  these 
projects. 


Total  2008  CO.  Bond  Park  Funding  Allocated  to  Port  Projects 

Port  Area 

Proposed  Park 

Project 

CO.  Bond 
Funding 

Fishennan's  Wharf 

Pier  43 '/2  Park 

Pier  43 '/2 

$9,000,000 

South  Beach 

Brannan  Street  Wharf  Park 

Brannan  St.  Wharf 

3,000,000 

China  Basin 

Southern 
Waterfront 

Bayfront  Park 

Blue  Greenway 
Project 

21.500,000 

Crane  Cove  Park 

Warm  Water  Cove  Park 
Islais  Creek 

Heron's  Head  Park  Entrance 

Total: 

$33,500,000 

As  a  part  of  the  reporting  requirements  for  this  Bond,  Port  staff  post  updates  on  each  of 
these  projects  every  month,  which  may  be  found  here:  http:/,  parkbonds.sfgov.or<>  2008, . 
.Additionally,  Port  staff  members,  together  with  Department  of  Recreafion  and  Parks  staff 
members,  report  more  comprehensively  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  the  City's  (jcneral 
Obligafion  Bond  Oversight  Committee.  These  reports  are  also  available  on  the  reporting 
website  noted  above. 

Three  of  the  Port's  General  Obligation  Bond  parks.  Pier  43  ' :  Park,  Ba>  front  Park,  and 
Brannan  Street  Wharf,  are  scheduled  to  go  to  constmcdon  in  the  first  vcar  of  this  Plan, 
FY  201 2.   Pier  43  '•:  and  Bayfront  Park  should  be  complete  prior  to  the  start  of  \'Y  20 1 3: 
Brannan  Street  Wharf  is  scheduled  for  completit)n  in  .fune  of  201  3. 
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Potential  Future  General  Obligation  Bonds 

201-f  General  Obligation  Bond  for  Fort  Parks:  Port  staff  is  in  conversation  with  the 
Citv's  Capital  Planning  Committee  ("CPC")  and  Recreation  and  Parks  staff  regarding  a 
potential  move  of  the  planning  ht)nzon  for  the  next  GO  Bond  for  Parks  from  2014  to 
201 2  or  2013.  The  Port's  funding  needs  for  waterfront  parks  in  the  next  issuance  will 
likely  exceed  the  S33.5  million  incorporated  in  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood 
Parks  Bond;  Piirt  staff  anticipates  the  need  for  S50  million  in  park  projects.  Subject  to 
completing  review  required  pursuant  to  CEQA,  Port  staff  projects  a  need  for  SI  5  million 
to  complete  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  after  the  34"  America's  Cup  E\ent  is  concluded 
and  additional  funding  to  complete  planned  improvements  for  the  Blue-Greenvvay  in  the 
Port's  Southern  Waterfront. 

Historic  Structure  Rehabilitation  Bonds.  One  option  that  Port  staff  suggests  exploring  is 
a  general  obligation  bond  to  fund  a  portion  of  seismic  upgrade  and  other  rehabilitation 
costs  for  City-owned  historic  structures,  including  those  listed  on,  or  eligible  for  listing 
on,  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.   The  Port  and  several  other  City 
departments,  including  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  and  the  Department  of 
Recreation  and  Parks,  own  such  historic  resources.  Each  department  faces  significant 
challenges  in  assembling  the  public  and  private  resources  necessary  to  save  its  historic 
structures.   The  Port  would  look  to  such  a  bond  for  funding  to  save  the  iconic  Union 
Ironworks  Building  at  Pier  70,  as  well  as  to  renovate  the  historic  Pier  19  or  23  and 
Agriculture  Building. 


Development  Projects 

The  Port's  development  projects  are  public-private  partnership  projects  in  which  a 
developer  enters  into  a  lease  of  up  to  66  years  with  the  Port  for  property,  secures 
financing  and  is  responsible  for  project  delivery.  The  Pier  15-17  development  project 
began  construction  in  November  2010.  As  previously  noted,  cost  estimates  included  in 
this  Plan  include  only  repair  and  replacement  costs  and  seismic  upgrades  the  Port  would 
need  to  conduct  in  order  to  continue  operating  these  facilities  for  current  uses.  The 
description  below  includes  enhancements  The  Exploratorium  is  making  to  facilities  h) 
change  their  use:  these  changes  go  beyond  the  repairs,  replacements,  and  seismic 
upgrades  identified  in  the  Port's  10-Year  Capital  Plan,  and  so  their  costs  are  not  included 
below: 

•     Piers  15-17:  The  Port  has  executed  a  Lease  Disposition  and  Development 

Agreement  and  long-temi  Lease  with  The  Exploratorium  to  renovate  Piers  15-17 
and  relocate  The  Exploratorium  museum  there  from  its  cuiTcnt  location  at  the 
Palace  of  Fine  Arts.  The  Exploratorium  will  lease  Pier  15  and  develop  it  Ww 
museum  and  ancillary  uses,  with  the  idea  of  expanding  into  Pier  1 ""  in  later  vears. 
Piers  15  and  P  are  located  in  the  Northeast  Waterfront  on  Fhe  Fmbarcadero  at 
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Green  Street.    The  final  cle\  elopment  budget  submitted  before  eommencing 
eonstructicMi  in  \o\  ember  2010  is  S2()5  million  funded  by  The  Exploratorium. 

SllL  33'':  Following  extensi\e  publie  input  and  a  Request  for  Qualifications 
phase,  the  Port  Commission  awarded  a  Request  for  Proposals  for  the  development 
of  an  approximately  16  acre  site  immediately  south  of  AT&T  Park.  The  selected 
de\  elopment  team,  SWL  337  Associates.  LLC.  proposes  an  urban  mix  of  uses 
u  hich  may  include  office,  rental  residential  and  retail  plus  more  than  5  acres  of 
open  space.    The  developer  has  stated  order  of  magnitude  project  costs  at  S 1 
billion  with  total  infrastructure  costs  estimated  at  approximately  S200  million. 
The  Port  and  de\  elopment  team  have  entered  into  an  Exclusive  Negotiation 
Agreement  ("ENA")  specifying  the  obligations  of  each  party.   The  EN  A 
contemplates  commencing  publie  outreach  to  shape  the  development  program  in 
201 1  and  the  securing  of  entitlements  in  2012  and  2013. 

SIVL  351:  In  2008,  the  Pt>rt  sought  development  proposals  for  a  two-thirds  of  an 
acre  site  at  the  Embarcadero  and  Washington  Streets  along  the  Ferry  Building 
Waterfront  that  is  cun-ently  used  as  a  surface  parking  lot.   In  February  2009,  the 
Port  Commission  authorized  exclusive  negotiations  with  San  Francisco 
Waterfront  Partners  to  combine  the  site  with  the  adjacent  tennis  club  property  for 
a  3  acre  mixed  use  project  with  a  rebuilt  recreation  club,  condominiums, 
restaurants,  retail  and  a  new  publie  park.  The  project  proposal  was  refined  in  part 
through  a  public  planning  process  led  by  the  City's  Planning  Department  -  The 
Northeast  Embarcadero  Study  was  completed  in  July  2010.  A  Term  Sheet 
outlining  the  retlned  project  and  financial  terms  was  approved  by  the  Port 
Commission  in  September  2010  and  is  awaiting  Board  of  Supervisors  approval. 

Pier  70:  Following  an  extensive  public  planning  process,  the  Port  published  its 
Master  Plan  for  the  Pier  70  area  in  April  2010.  The  Master  Plan  balances  ship 
repair  activities,  new  waterfront  parks,  rehabilitated  historic  buildings,  and  new 
development  opportunities  over  the  69-acre  area.    The  Master  Plan  includes 
policies  to  guide  historic  preservation,  new  development,  open  space  and  public 
access,  and  transportation  and  parking.  On  May  1 1,  2010,  the  Port  Commission 
authorized  two  development  offerings  to  implement  the  Master  Plan.  This  first 
offering  is  for  the  Waterfront  Site,  25  acres  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  Pier  70 
area,  with  capacity  for  2.5  million  square  feet  of  new  development  and  260,000 
square  feet  in  rehabilitated  historic  buildings.  The  Port  intends  for  the  Waterfront 
Site's  rent  and  tax  revenues  to  contribute  to  the  Port's  investment  in  parks, 
infrastructure,  and  historic  buildings  for  the  entire  Pier  70  area.  The  second  is  a 
Request  for  Interest  in  the  20th  Street  Historic  Buildings  -  extraordinary  buildings 
that  date  back  as  far  as  the  1880s  and  are  in  need  of  substantial  investment. 

On  January  10.  201 1.  the  Port  received  six  responses  to  the  Waterfront  Site  RFQ 
and  anticipates  selecting  a  developer  and  entering  into  a  development  agreement 
by  the  end  of  201  1 .  The  Port  will  work  with  this  developer  and  developers 
identified  from  the  Historic  Buildings  Request  for  Interest  process  to  fashion 
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projects  that  achieve  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan  vision.   Paramount  in  realizing  the 
renaissance  of  Pier  "0  will  be  an  innovative  public  private  partnership  including 
land-based  financing,  tax  increment  and  other  techniques  to  achieve  the  public 
benefits  of  historic  preservation,  new  parks,  and  economic  development 
opportunities. 


SB  815  New  Revenues 

In  2007.  the  State  legislature  adopted  legislation  (SB  815)  that  allows  for  more  varied 
development  on  some  of  the  Port's  seawall  lots,  and  allows  the  Port  to  enter  into  lease 
terms  of  up  to  75  years  (the  prior  maximum  had  been  66  years).  The  legislation  also 
restricts  the  use  of  new  revenue  growth  generated  by  seawall  lot  leases  to  1 )  repair  and 
seismic  upgrades  of  historic  tacilities  and  2)  construction  of  open  spaces  required  by  the 
Special  Area  Plan.  Seawall  Lot  337  is  the  first  development  affected  by  the  new 
legislation.  The  additional  annual  income  associated  with  SWL  337  development  will 
help  the  Port  to  leverage  up  to,  roughly,  1)65  million  in  municipal  bonds.  The  projected 
revenue  bond  monies  of  $65  million  arising  from  the  proposed  development  at  Seawall 
Lot  337  are  constrained  to  uses  permitted  by  SB  815  (Senator  Carole  Migden).  These 
bond  proceeds  are  assigned  to  historic  rehabilitation  projects  likely  to  occur  later  than 
2017,  as  follows: 

•  .  igricutture  Building:  Located  in  the  Ferry  Building  Area  of  the  Port,  the  brick 
building  south  of  the  Ferry  Building  is  currently  leased  through  short-term  leases 
for  office  space  and  Amtrak's  San  Francisco  ticketing  office.  The  Port  is 
developing  a  plan  to  determine  possible  new  uses  for  the  Agriculture  Building,  as 
well  as  costs  to  renovate  the  facility  to  accommodate  the  new  uses.  The  Port 
proposes  to  allocate  $5  million  in  SWL  337  revenue  bonds  to  help  cover  repairs 
and  seismic  upgrades. 

•  \ortheast  Waterfront  Piers  -  Piers  9  and  33:  Located  in  the  Northeast  Waterfront 

area.  Piers  9  and  33  currently  are  leased  to  numerous  different  tenants.  Port  staff 
members  recommend  Piers  9  and  33  to  be  the  recipient  of  some  of  these  revenue 
bond  funds,  which  will  go  toward  seismic  upgrades  and  long-deferred  repairs  in 
order  to  maintain  the  existing  revenue  generation  of  these  piers. 

•  Pier  50:  Located  in  the  Central  Waterfront  in  China  Basin,  on  ferry  Franct)is 
Blvd  south  of  AT&T  Ballpark.  Pier  50  houses  the  Port's  maintenance  facility  and 
is  home  to  other  major  maritime  tenants.  The  estimated  capital  need  ov  er  the  next 
10  years  totals  S50  million:  the  Port  proposes  to  allocate  $20  million  in  revenue 
bond  funds  to  seismically  upgrade  and  repair  the  areas  of  the  pier's  substructure 
in  the  worse  condition. 
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Federal  Funding 

In  the  fust  five  \ears  of  this  Plan,  the  Port  will,  for  the  fust  time,  begin  drawing  down 
substantial  federal  funding  to  eomplete  its  projeets.  W  hile  in  the  past  the  Port  has  been 
fortunate  enough  to  win  federal  grant  funding  from  time  to  time,  the  coming  funding  is 
both  larger  in  scale  and  from  sources  that  appear  to  be  ongoing  in  nature.  \'ear  one  of 
this  Plan  programs  S10.8  million  in  federal  funding  with  a  ver>  high  degree  of  certainty. 
Be>ond  \ear  one,  changing  rules  for  congressionally  directed  spending  ("camiarks") 
make  future  appropriations  against  the  Port's  federal  funding  vehicles  less  certain. 

As  of  the  writing  of  this  Plan,  Congress  has  just  begun  tiperating  under  a  two-year 
moratorium  on  congressionall>  directed  spending.   However,  because  this  moratorium 
has  a  differential  impact  across  funding  sources    in  particular,  the  budget  for  the  Arniy 
Corps  is  more  affected  than  others-  there  is  a  great  deal  of  speculation  that  the  defmition 
of  "'earmark"  mav  be  revised  in  the  coming  months.   If  Congress  does  undertake  any 
easing  of  these  restrictions,  the  probability  of  the  Port  receiving  additional  federal 
funding  in  the  first  half  of  this  Plan  will  greatly  increase. 

United  States  .  Irmv  Corps  of  Engineers 

In  2006,  Port  staff,  working  with  Mayor  Gavin  Nevvsom's  Office,  successfiilly 
petitioned  the  office  of  House  of  Representatives  Speaker  Nancy  Pelosi  to  carry  a  new 
federal  authorization  for  a  number  of  the  Port's  facilities.  The  legislative  vehicle  for 
this  authorization  is  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  2007  ( WRDA  07). 
Section  5051  of  that  legislation  authorizes  the  AiTny  Corps,  in  cooperation  with  the  Port 
of  San  Francisco,  to  seek  appropriation  of  $25  million  for  ". .  .repair  and  removal,  as 
appropriate,  of  Piers  30-32,  35,  36,  70  (including  Wharves  7  and  cS),  and  iSO  in  San 
Francisco,  California,  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  Port's  redevelopment  plan." 
All  funding  from  this  S(.)urce  requires  a  2: 1  match  from  the  Port.  The  Port  has 
traditionally  been  the  only  City  department  with  projects  eligible  for  funding  from  the 
Arniy  Corps. 

•  IVRDA  07,  Pier  36  -  The  first  appropriation  the  Port  sought  under  the  WRDA 
07  authority  was  for  funding  to  remove  Pier  36,  in  preparation  of  the 
construction  of  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf  Project.  This  appropriation  was 
passed  into  law  in  early  2010,  and  the  Port  supplied  the  necessary  matching 
funds  to  the  .Anny  Corps  in  September  2010  using  previously  appropriated 
Port  capital  funds.  The  Anny  Corps  anticipates  entering  into  a  construction 
contract  for  removal  of  Pier  36  in  the  fall  of  201 1,  which  is  why  the  S4.8 
million  in  Federal  handing  for  this  project  is  recorded  in  year  one  of  this  Plan. 

•  [VRDA  07,  Piers  35  and  "0-  Following  requests  from  Port  staff.  Speaker 
Pelosi's  office  agreed  to  carry  an  appropriation  request  for  repairs  to  the  Port's 
Pier  35  cruise  terminal,  and  for  removal  of  wharves  7  and  S  at  Pier  70. 
riirough  the  committee  process,  the  amount  listed  in  proposed  law  was 
reduced  to  S5  million  for  repairs  to  Pier  35  only.    The  appropriations  hill 
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containing  that  tlinding  expired,  and  as  things  stand  today,  there  is  no 
expectation  that  the  Port  will  be  able  to  appropriate  this  or  any  other  tlinding 
authorized  under  \\  RDA  0"^  in  the  next  few  years. 

Continuing  Authorities  Program  Section  107  (CAPW),  Central  Basin 
Dredging-  The  Central  Basin  is  the  approach  to  the  Pier  70  Shipyard's 
primary  drydoek  facility.   Dredging  of  this  approach  is  critical  to  operations  of 
the  shipyard.  While  the  drydoek  itself  is  the  largest  privately  operated  repair 
facility  of  its  kind  on  the  west  coast  of  the  Americas,  the  increasingly 
restrictive  siltation  in  the  Central  Basin  is  limiting  the  number  and  type  of 
vessels  that  can  access  it.   In  September  2009,  the  Port  requested  dredging 
assistance  from  the  -Army  Corps  under  C/'\P107.  Through  this  program  the 
Arniy  Corps  will  provide  S3  million  in  Federal  funding,  which  is  75  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  dredge  project.  The  Port  and  its  shipyard  tenant,  BAE  systems, 
will  split  the  required  %  1  million  match.  Once  the  initial  dredge  of  the  Central 
Basin  is  complete,  the  /\rmy  Corps  will  assume  responsibility  for  ongoing 
maintenance  dredging  of  that  site  with  the  same  cost  sharing  arrangement. 

River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950,  Seawall  Study  -  The  River  and  Harbor  Act  is 
the  authorizing  vehicle  that  preceded  biennial  WRDA  authorizations.   Like 
succeeding  WRD/Vs,  this  law  authorizes  appropriations  for  particular  projects. 
In  this  case  a  broad  authority  allows  the  Port  to  request  funding  through  the 
Arniy  Corps  builget  for  S  100,000  to  initiate  a  study  of  the  San  Francisco 
seawall.  Once  this  study  is  complete.  Port  staff  would  be  in  a  position  to 
request  authorization  for  funding  to  repair  or  reconstruct  the  seawall,  based  on 
the  results  of  the  .Army  Corps  study.  Appropriations  would  then  follow  for 
actual  construction.  Given  the  current  political  climate,  it  is  impossible  to 
predict  when  these  various  legislative  vehicles  will  move  forward;  for  that 
reason,  repairs  to  the  seawall  are  very  roughly  estimated  to  order  of 
magnitude,  and  are  placed  out  at  the  very  end  of  this  Plan. 

nRDA  2014,  Seanall  Repair  and  Derelict  Piling  Removal -Ihongh  VVRD.V 
legislation  is  intended  to  be  biennial,  as  a  matter  of  practice,  these  new 
authorizations  are  passed  in  to  law  much  less  frequency.  \s  the  separation 
between  the  last  two  WRDA  authorizations  was  seven  years,  this  Plan 
assumes  the  same,  and  predicts  there  will  be  a  WRDA  2014.   Based  on 
discussions  in  2009  of  a  possible  WRDA  2010,  Port  staff  submitted  to  House 
of  Representatives  Speaker  Nancy  Pelosi  and  Senators  Barbara  Boxer  and 
Dianne  Feinstein  language  to  amend  the  Port's  existing  WRDA  07 
authorization  to  increase  the  amount  of  funding  authorized,  and  to  make 
eligible  appropriations  for  seawall  construction  or  repair  and  removal  of 
derelict  pilings.  This  amendment  language  will  be  resubmitted  when  there  are 
calls  for  a  new  WRDA. 
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(  nitci/  Shiics  Dcparfiucnt  of  Defense 

As  noted  earlier,  new  rules  governing  eongressionall>  direetcd  spending  may  prevent 
the  Port  from  seeking  new  DOD  tiinding  in  the  eoming  \ears,  partieularly  in  years  two 
and  three  of  this  Plan.  That  said,  any  relaxation  of  the  new  restrietions  is  likel>  to 
impaet  the  Department  of  Defense  budget,  whieh  is  largely  projeet-speeitic.   Port  staff 
members  are  hopeful  that  these  ehanges  are  eoming,  but  this  Plan  does  not  program  any 
funding  in  the  first  five  years  of  this  Plan. 

•  Demolition  of  Drydock  #/  -  Working  through  House  Speaker  Naney  Pelosi's 
Offiee,  Port  staff  wrote,  and  Congress  passed  into  law  a  $3  million 
appropriation  for  remediation  and  demolition  of  Drydock  #1.  The  Department 
of  Defense  engaged  the  salvage  ami  of  the  United  States  Navy  to  administer 
the  funding,  who  in  turn,  contracted  with  Titan  Salvage  to  do  the  work.  Titan 
will  use  these  funds  to  prepare,  secure  and  move  Drydock  #1  to  the  northern 
end  of  Pier  80  (also  known  as  the  old  Western  Pacific  yard),  and  to  prepare 
the  site  for  the  breaking  of  the  drydock.  The  Port  will  then  expend  Port 
capital  funds  to  complete  the  remediation  and  dismantling  work. 

•  Pier  "^  Investigation,  Hazardous  Materials  Abatement  -  In  2010,  Port  staff 
requested,  and  House  Speaker  Nancy  Pelosi  agreed  to  carry,  an  appropriation 
request  for  $3  million  to  continue  the  investigation  and  abatement  project  at 
Pier  70  started  in  2009.  Conversations  between  Port  and  Department  o^ 
Defense  staff  left  Port  staff  optimistic  that  this  source  of  funding  would  be 
viable  for  the  multi-year  abatement  effort.  The  new  appropriation  rules  have 
changed  that,  however.  Conservatively  assuming  no  loosening  of  restrictions 
on  congressionally  directed  spending  in  the  near  tenn,  this  year's  Plan 
programs  additional  spending  for  this  project  out  to  years  FY20 1 6-202 1 . 

i  lifted  States  Department  of  Transportation 

LA)oking  toward  emerging  sources  of  federal  fimding,  the  Port  has  been  included  in  the 
City's  request  for  inclusion  in  the  next  major  transportation  reauthorization  act.   Whether 
or  not  the  Port's  entry  ultimately  becomes  part  of  the  new  authorization  and  is  funtled,  the 
scale  of  the  potential  benefit  makes  it  worth  noting.  The  Port  could  see  funding  from  this 
source  ranging  from  $  15-30  million.  The  candidate  projects  are: 

•     Cargo  Way:  a  ^*  of  a  mile  roadway  in  the  southeast  section  of  San  Francisco  that 
is  a  primary  access  route  serving  a  number  of  active  development  and 
redevelopment  projects.  The  City  has  developed  a  plan  to  rebuild  the  roadway 
that  would  address  a  number  of  project  goals,  including  providing  direct  access  to 
support  the  Candlestick  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Redevelopment  Area,  supporting 
the  Port  of  San  Francisco's  maritime  eco-industrial  park,  closing  a  gap  and 
providing  -id^c  pedestrian  and  bicycle  facilities  along  the  Bay  area's  nine-ct)unt\ 
Bay  Trail  and  the  City's  Blue  Grcenvvay.  and  improv  ing  Bay  water  qualitv  by 
reducmg  a  significant  amount  of  vva.'^te  water  l)cing  sent  to  the  City's  o\  cr- 
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capacity  Southeast  Water  Treatment  Facility.  In  addition,  this  project  is  included 
in  the  San  Francisco  Bi-Countv  Transportation  projects  and  the  Bayvievv 
Transportation  Improvements  projects, 

2lf'^  Street  Extension:  20''^  Street  w  ithin  the  Historic  Pier  ''()  Area  is  the  primary 
access  route  serving  one  of  the  City's  most  important  historic  districts.  The 
existing  2()"'  Street  requires  upgrading  to  accommodate  modem  transportation  and 
infrastructure.  This  is  needed  in  order  to  extend  and  connect  the  area  into  the 
regional  transportation  system,  providing  a  connection  to  a  planned  20''^  Street 
Ferry  Tenninal  and  closing  a  gap  in  the  9  county  regional  Ba> trail  system.  An 
improved  20' ^  Street  will  provide  the  necessary  infrastructure  to  allow  for 
significant  new  intill  development  and  the  adaptive  reuse  of  some  the  City's  most 
important  historic  resources. 


Federal  Grants 

Port  staff  members  have  been  in  continuous  pursuit  of  federal  grant  funding,  particularly 
in  the  security  area,  where  cyclical,  well  funded  programs  offer  good  opportunities.   In 
January  201 1,  FEMA  made  awards  for  applications  submitted  during  grant  years  2007, 
2007  Supplemental.  2008,  2009  and  2010.   The  Port  received  the  largest  federal  grant 
award  to  date,  for  four  separate  projects,  totaling  $9.4  million.  These  projects  will  fund  a 
number  of  different  security  improvements  over  the  next  three  years,  with  $7.(S  million 
going  to  provide  comprehensive  security  improvements  to  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal. 

Additionally,  Port  staff  are  hopefiil  that  a  recent  application  for  $3  million  in  funding 
from  the  Federal  Railway  Administration  -  a  grant  program  for  which  the  Port's 
candidate  project  is  particularly  well  suited     will  result  in  a  substantial  award.  This 
funding  would  improve  reliability  and  efficiency  of  rail  movement  through  track  and 
switching  upgrades  to  the  Port's  primary  rail  spur,  the  Quint  Street  lead. 
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V.         Conclusions 

The  PdiI's  l()-\'car  Capital  Plan  continues  to  evolve  since  its  inception  tlve  vears  ago. 
rhe  Port  has  used  the  intonnation  that  the  Plan  generates  to  develop  and  implement  its 
legislati\e  and  tlnancing  strategies  to  redevelop  the  City's  waterfront,  tlilfill  its  public 
trust  mission,  and  reconnect  the  City  with  its  waterfront. 

Specifically,  since  the  first  Plan  in  2()()6.  the  Port  has  used  this  document  to  guide  a  total 
in  investment  of  approximately  $~'5  million  in  non-developer  funding.  The  Plan  provided 
a  solid  framework  and  confidence-building,  holistic  view  of  the  Port  to  interested 
constituents,  as  well  as  to  general  audiences  in  the  press  -  something  critical  to  the  Port's 
inclusion  in  and  passage  of  the  2008  General  Obligation  Parks  Bonds.   In  this  same  way, 
the  Plan  was  integral  to  the  Port's  issuance  of  its  revenue  bonds,  series  2010,  as  well  as  to 
the  submittal  and  award  of  the  City's  bid  to  host  the  34''^  America's  Cup.  v\s  a  road-map, 
it  has  enabled  stronger  application  for  Federal  grant  fianding,  and  stronger  footing  for 
inclusion  in  tliture  general  obligation  bonds.  As  a  demonstration  of  the  growing 
inadequacy  of  private  equity  alone  to  address  the  Port's  capital  infrastructure  needs,  it 
served  a  vital  role  in  supporting  legislative  changes  to  the  Port's  ability  to  develop  Pier 
70. 

Moving  forward  to  this  iteration  of  the  Port's  10- Year  Capital  Plan,  this  document  has 
taken  on  more  value  as  a  planning  tool  than  ever  before.  The  new  process  for  evaluating 
capital  projects,  conducted  concurrently  with  the  capital  budgeting  process,  is  viewed 
widely  among  Port  staff  members  as  an  improvement  over  the  prior  process,  and  has 
resulted  in  consensus  on  funding  priority  that  transcends  divisional  interests.  Port  staff 
members  also  consulted  the  results  of  this  process  when  considering  selection  of  projects 
for  the  Port's  2012  revenue  bond  projects,  which  made  that  selection  straight  forward  and 
uncompliccited.  Finally,  more  than  any  other  year,  this  Plan  acts  as  a  showcase  of  the 
Port's  policy  priorities  when  it  comes  to  investment  of  scarce  resources  in  critical  areas, 
such  as  the  Port's  upcoming  under  pier  utility  infrastructure  investments,  and 
commitment  to  investments  tied  to  the  34^^  America's  Cup.  As  a  more  rigid  planning 
tool  with  more  emphasis  on  financial  planning,  it  better  suits  the  Port's  institutional  needs 
of  FY  2012. 

rhis  Plan  will  continue  to  evolve,  as  the  long  journey  ahead  of  the  Port  will,  from  time  to 
time,  bring  new  and  unexpected  challenges.  This  iteration  of  the  Plan  looks  forward  to 
the  Port's  next  new  major  challenge  and  opportunity:  preparing  for  the  34''^  America's 
Cup.  The  waterfront  has  seen  a  series  of  transfonnative  events  since  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake  in  1989:  the  removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  the  Embarcadero 
Roadway  project,  the  opening  of  AT&T  Ballpark  and  the  world-class  Ferry  Building 
rehabilitation  project,  among  others.   Port  staff  is  confident  that  the  34'''  .America's  Cup 
will  stand  with  these  other  achievements  as  a  major  inflection  point  in  the  transformation 
of  the  San  Francisco  waterfront. 
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Success  will  require  new  resources  and  a  level  of  coordination  with  other  City  staff  not 
undertaken  since  the  Hnibarcadero  Roadwav  project.   \Ia\or  Edwin  Lee  has  already 
indicated  his  commitnient  to  the  effort  and  Port  staff  is  excited  to  be  a  member  of  the 
team  that  will  deli\er  the  34''^  America's  Cup  in  2013. 

In  addition  U)  facilitating  a  successful  event  with  its  partner,  the  America's  Cup  Event 
Authority,  Port  staff  will  detine  success  based  on  its  ability  to  deliver  a  set  of  waterfront 
improvements  during  the  period  leading  up  to  the  34''  America's  Cup  or  immediately 
after,  that  meets  the  public's  expectations  for  an  improved  waterfront.   We  are  confident 
that  with  the  help  of  our  Citv  partners,  the  Port  will  be  able  to  utilize  the  combinafion  of 
public  and  private  resources  that  will  be  required  to  meet  that  goal. 

As  the  Port  staff  moves  quickl>  to  realize  this  newly  revealed  future  of  the  Port  of  San 
Francisco,  this  Plan  will  simultaneously  ensure  that  we  are,  at  once,  protecting  our 
eniluring  assets. 
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APPENDIX  A 


Pcflnitions 

Hiiihiing  lypc:  This  is  the  fundamental  strueture  t>pe,  where  a  'simple'  building  is  a  warehouse  or 
garage  strueture  w ith  limited  subsystems,  a  'basie'  building  is  a  standard  commercial  structure  with 
appropriate  subsystems,  'sinalT  buildings  are  less  than  5,000  square  feet  (and  as  such,  the  method  for 
estiinating  costs  for  these  structures  is  simplified),  and  a  'pier'  is  a  pile  supported  over-water 
foundation  structure  (as  distinct  from  a  shed  building  that  sit  atop  a  pier). 

Backlog:  Fhe  accumulation  of  all  overdue  needed  repair  work,  as  of  year  one  of  this  Plan. 

II)  Year  Rcncnals:  Costs  for  replacing  building  subsystems  that  will  reach  the  end  of  their  life  between 
year  one  and  year  10  of  this  Plan. 

One  Time  Costs:  Costs  that  are  singular  in  nature,  such  as  a  seismic  upgrade,  as  differentiated  from  the 
cvclical  costs  of  replacing  building  subsystems  at  the  end  of  their  lifetime  (e.g.,  many  roofs  at  the  Port 
are  30-year  roofs,  and  as  such,  are  on  a  30-year  replacement  schedule). 


APPENDIX  A  ■  10  YEAR  NEED  SUMMARY,  BY  FACILITY  (In  Thousands) 

Building  Name 


FacID 

No. 


Building 
Type 


Backlog 


10  Year 
Renewals 


One  Time 
Costs 


Total 


5470H 

Blue  Shed  BIdg  (Wharf  J-1 1 ) 

SIMPLE 

$74 

$0 

$1,405 

$1,479 

1840 

Copra  Crane 

BASIC 

$763 

$0 

$0 

$763 

1001 

Downtown  Ferry  Terminal 

BASIC 

$646 

$0 

$34,412 

$35,058 

0000 

Equipment 

BASIC 

$0 

$0 

$9,073 

$9,073 

2740 

F  jc.  200  -  World  Trade  Club  Restaurant 

BASIC 

$288 

$1,693 

$752 

$2,733 

2000 

Fac.  2000  -  Ferry  Plaza 

PIERS 

$539 

$332 

$3,841 

$4,712 

2750 

Fac.  274-175  -  Ferry  Building  Clock  Tower 

BASIC 

$0 

$315 

$306 

$621 

2750 

Fac.  274-275  Ferry  Building 

BASIC 

$0 

$7  677 

$7,463 

$15,140 

2780 

Fac.  278  Agriculture  BIdg  Substructure 

PIERS 

$4,823 

$0 

$2,644 

$7,467 

2780 

Fac.  278  Agriculture  Building 

BASIC 

$3,211 

$245 

$555 

$4,011 

2750 

Ferry  Building:  Fac  274  -  275 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

6020 

Freight  Yard  -  Intermodal  Container  Transfer  Facility 

Street 

$3,406 

$9,987 

$27,335 

$40,727 

4000 

Harbor  Office  at  Hyde  Street 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$512 

.$512 

1980 

Herons  Head  Park 

BASIC 

$171 

$0 

$192 

$363 

•2500 

Hyde  Street  Pier 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

SO 

SO 

2500 

Hyde  Street  Pier-  Storage  Buildings  (3) 

SMALL 
Port 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

000 

Leased  Piers 

Wide 

$0 

$39,701 

$0 

$39,701 

1010 

Pierl 

PIERS 

$0 

$75 

SO 

$75 

1010 

Pier  1  -  Office  Building 

BASIC 

$0 

S2.962 

SO 

$2,962 

1015 

Pierl  1,2 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

SO 

SO 

1015 

Pier  1  1/2  -  Bulkhead;Shed  Building 

BASIC 

$0 

$239 

SO 

S239 

1005 

Pier  1,2 

PIERS 

$744 

SO 

S2,060 

$2,304 

1140 

Pier  14  1  Public  Pier) 

PIERS 

SO 

$0 

SO 

SO 

1150 

Pier  15 

PIERS 

S15.215 

SO 

$14,121 

S29,336 

1150 

Pier  15  -  Bulkherid,  Shed  Building  (contains  trailer 

SIMPLE 

52756 

S508 

53,487 

S6  751 
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APPENDIX  A  -  10  YEAR  NEED  SUMMARY,  BY  FACILITY  (In  Thousands) 

Building  Name 


FacID 
No. 


Building 
Type 


Backlog 


10  Year 
Renewals 


One  Time    ! 
Costs 


Total 


1155 

1155 

1170 

1170 

1175 

1190 

1190 

1195 

1195 

1020 

2770 

1225 

1225 

1225 

1230 

1230 

1235 

1235 

1245 

1245 

1260 

1260 

1265 

1265 

1270 

1270 

2275 

1270 

1280 

1280 

1285 

1285 

1290 

1290 

1295 

1295 

1030 

1030 

1320 

1310 

1310 

1315 

1325 

1330 

1330 

1335 

1335 


Pier  15;1  7  -  Office  on  Marginal  Wharf 

Pier  15,17  Valley  -  demolition 

Pier  17 

Pier  17 -Shed  Building 

Pier  17  12 

Pier  19 

Pier  19  -  Bulkhead/Shed  Building 

Pier  19  1  2 

Pier  19  1,2  -  Bulkhead/Shed 

Pier  2 

Pier  2-  Sinbads 

Pier  22  1/2 

Pier  22  1/2  -  Fire  Station 

Pier  22  1/2  -  Maintenance  /  Recreation 

Pier  23 

Pier  23  -  Bulkhead/Shed  Building 

Pier  23  1/2 

Pier  23  1/2  Pier  23  Cafe 

Pier  24  1/2 

Pier  24  12  -Bulkhead/Shed  Building 

Pier  26 

Pier  26  -  Bulkhead/Shed 

Pier  26  1/2 

Pier  26  5  -  Bulkhead 

Pier  27 

Pier  27  -  Office  Annex 

Pier  27  -  Office/Admin  Building 

Pier  27  Shed  Building 

Pier  28 

Pier  28  -  Bulkhead/Shed  Building 

Pier  28  1/2 

Pier  28  1/2  -  Hidive  Restaurant 

Pier  29 

Pier  29  -  *Bulkhead/Shed  Building 

Pier  29  1 '2 

Pier  29  1/2  -  Bulkhead  Building 

Pier  3 

Pier  3  -  Bulkhead/Shed  Building 

Pier  30  jnd  32 

Pier  31 

Pier  31  -  Bulkhead/Shed  Building 

Pier  31  1  2 

Pier  32  1  2  Marginal  Wharf  f  Brannon  St) 

Pier  33 

Pier  33  -  Bull<headShed  Building 

Pier  33  1.2 

Pier  33  1.2  -  Bulkhead  Buikling 


SMALL 

SO 

$0 

SO 

$0 

PIERS 

S8,106 

$0 

SO 

$8,106 

PIERS 

$7,311 

$0 

$9,668 

$16,979 

SIMPLE 

$2,850 

$667 

$2,926 

$6,444 

PIERS 

$1,321 

$0 

$434 

$1,755 

PIERS 

$8,075 

$0 

$8,686 

$16,761 

SIMPLE 

$1,755 

$152 

$2,452 

$4,359 

PIERS 

$4,732 

$0 

$2,594 

$7,326 

SIMPLE 

$571 

$70 

$1,097 

$1,738 

PIERS 

$3,940 

$0 

$1,880 

$5,820 

BASIC 

$374 

$347 

$159 

$879 

PIERS 

$2,112 

$8 

$914 

$3,034 

BASIC 

$531 

$77 

$124 

$732 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

PIERS 

$5,622 

$0 

$9,248 

$14,870 

SIMPLE 

$1,467 

$574 

$2,514 

$4,555 

PIERS 

$2,610 

$0 

$429 

$3,039 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

PIERS 

$4,018 

$0 

$3,149 

$7,167 

SIMPLE 

$550 

$0 

$701 

$1,251 

PIERS 

$13,737 

$0 

$31,360 

$45,097 

SIMPLE 

$1,910 

$1,027 

$3,221 

$6,159 

PIERS 

$3,027 

$0 

$2,441 

$5,468 

BASIC 

$1,660 

$1,133 

$0 

$2,792 

PIERS 

$461 

$398 

$40,523 

$41,382 

SMALL 

$500 

$0 

$0 

$500 

BASIC 

$894 

$187 

$306 

$1,387 

SIMPLE 

$2,808 

$2,277 

$2,548 

$7,633 

PIERS 

$8,823 

$0 

$21,185 

$30,008 

SIMPLE 

$1,848 

$469 

$1,928 

$4,245 

PIERS 

$601 

$0 

$330 

$931 

SMALL 

$0 

$184 

$0 

$184 

PIERS 

$16,138 

$0 

$16,826 

$32,964 

SIMPLE 

$4,199 

$251 

$3,883 

$8,334 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SIMPLE 

$1,283 

$85 

$1  316 

$2,684 

PIERS 

$7,211 

SO 

S5,579 

$12,790 

BASIC 

SO 

S387 

.    SO 

S387 

PIERS 

$23,022 

S251 

$55,789 

S79.061 

PIERS 

$10,405 

$0 

$14811 

$25,216 

SIMPLE 

S2,676 

SI  231 

S2.383 

S6,289 

PIERS 

$3,262 

$0 

S2,682 

$5,944 

PIERS 

SO 

SO 

S29.000 

S29,000 

PIERS 

S5,786 

SO 

S9645 

SI  5,431 

SIMPLE 

$1,748 

SI. 342 

52  229 

55  319 

PIERS 

SO 

30 

S42 1 

S421 

BASIC 

SI   197 

S97 

SO 

SI  594 
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APPENDIX  A  -  10  YEAR  NEED  SUMMARY,  BY  FACILITY  (In  Thousands) 

i 
i 

FacID 
No. 

Building  Name 

Building 
Type 

i   Backlog 

1 

10  Year 
Renewals 

One  Time 
Costs 

Total       ! 

1345 

Pier  34  1/2  Marginal  Wharf 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1350 

Pier  35  -  Bulkhead/ Shed  Building 

BASIC 

S3,277 

$12,927 

$4,570 

$20,775 

1355 

Pier  35  12 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$4,596 

$4,596 

1350 

Pier  35  Cruise  Terminal 

PIERS 

$13,340 

$233 

$15,690 

$29,262 

1360 

Pier  36  (to  be  demolished) 

PIERS 

$123 

$0 

$7,000 

$7,123 

1360 

Pier  36  -  Bulkhead  Building,  Shed 

SIMPLE 

$937 

$0 

$0 

$937 

1380 

Pier  38 

PIERS 

$31,996 

$0 

$14,406 

$46,402 

1380 

Pier  38  -  Bulkhead/Shed  Building 

SIMPLE 

$270 

$1,396 

$2,781 

$4,447 

1385 

Pier  38  1/2 

PIERS 

$558 

$0 

$459 

$1,017 

1390 

Pier  39 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1390 

Pier  39  -  Retail  Shops 

BASIC 

$3,690 

$10,884 

$6,550 

$21,124 

1390 

Pier  39  -  Undenwater  World 

BASIC 

$266 

$727 

$0 

$993 

1395 

Pier  39  1/2  Marginal  Wharf 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1400 

Pier  40 

PIERS 

$18,782 

$0 

$9,262 

$28,044 

1400 

Pier  40  -  Shed  Building 

SIMPLE 

$233 

$156 

$1,151, 

$1,541 

1405 

Pier  40  1/2  (S  Beach  Harbor  Wharf) 

PIERS 

$2,466 

$0 

$405, 

$2,871 

1405 

Pier  40  1/2  -  Java  House 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1400 

Pier  40  Restaurant  &  Robert  Steck  Chandelry 

BASIC 

$47 

$181 

$200 

$428 

1410 

Pier  41 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$2,872 

$2,872 

1415 

Pier  41  1/2 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1415 

Pier  41  1/2  -  Blue&Gold  BIdg. 

BASIC 

$0 

$663 

$370 

$1,033 

1430 

Pier  43 

PIERS 

$99 

$0 

$269 

$368 

1430 

Pier  43  -  Arch 

SMALL 

$0 

$211 

$0 

$211 

1435 

Pier  43  1/2 

PIERS 

$1,949 

$0 

$13,861 

$15,810    ■ 

1435 

Pier  43  1/2  -  Franciscan  Restaurant 

BASIC 

$561 

$595 

$358 

$1,514 

1435 

Pier  43  1/2  -  Red  &  White  Tours 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1450 

Pier  45 

PIERS 

$1,277 

$2,222 

$154 

$3,653 

1450 

Pier  45 -Shed  A 

SIMPLE 

$454 

$1,226 

$2,327 

$4,008 

1450 

Pier  45  -  Shed  B 

SIMPLE 

$457 

$1,233 

$1,824 

$3,514 

1450 

Pier  45- Shed  C 

SIMPLE 

$706 

$323 

$4,953 

$5,982 

1450 

Pier  45  -  Shed  D 

SIMPLE 

$466 

$1,114 

$1,648 

$3,228 

1461 

Pier  46B  China  Basin  Ferry  Terminal 

PIERS 

$815 

$0 

$9,058 

$9,873 

1470 

Pier  47  -  Guardinos  Storage  BIdg 

SMALL 

$0 

$54 

$0 

$54 

1470 

Pier  47  -  Scoma  /  Fish  Prep  BIdg 

SMALL 

$0 

$50 

$0 

$50 

1470 

Pier  47  -  Scoma  Storage  BIdg 

SMALL 

$0 

$88 

$0 

$88 

1470 

Pier  47  -  Scomas  Restaurant 

BASIC 

$329 

$1,039 

$311 

$1,679 

1470 

Pier  47  -  Scomas  Storage  Shed 

SMALL 

$0 

$19 

$0 

$19 

1470 

Pier  47- Wharf  J6,  J7,  J8 

PIERS 

$1,794 

$727 

$3,884 

$6,405 

1470 

Pier  47  WF  Albert  Seafoods  Proc  BIdg 

SIMPLE 

$122 

$78 

$164 

$364 

1480 

Pier  48 

PIERS 

$7,461 

$1,439 

$1,360 

$10,260 

1480 

Pier  48 -Shed  A 

SIMPLE 

$1  531 

$368 

$0 

$1,899 

1480 

Pier  48-  Shed  B 

SIMPLE 

$1,573 

$378 

SO 

$1,951 

1485 

Pier  48  1,2  -  Jellys  restaurant 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1490 

Pier  49  -  Aliotos  Restaurant  (Wharf  J-1 ) 

BASIC 

$0 

$362 

$302 

3664 

1490 

Pi«r  49  -  Fishermans  Grotto  No,  9  (Wharf  J-1) 

BASIC 

SO 

3563 

S469 

$  1  032 

1490 

Pier  49  -  Fishermnns  Memorial  Chapel 

SMALL 

'50     ■ 

$111 

$0 

$141 

1490 

Pier  49  -  Guardinos  (Wharf  J-1  j 

SMALL 

30 

$0 

30 

SO 

)H 


APPENDIX  A  -  10  YEAR  NEED  SUMMARY,  BY  FACILITY  (In  Thousands) 

1 

FacID 
No. 

j                                    Building  Name 

1  Building 
Type 

Backlog   ' 

10  Year    ; 
Renewals  \ 

One  Time 
Costs       ' 

Total 

1490 

Pier  49  -  Sabella  &  Latorre  (Wharf  J- 1 ) 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1490 

Pier  49  -  Tjrantinos  Restaurant  (Wharf  J-1 ) 

BASIC 

$0 

$220 

$179 

$399 

1490 

Pier  49  -  The  Crab  Station  (Wharf  J-1 ) 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SO 

1490 

Pier  49  Nicks  Lighthouse  (Wharf  J-1 ) 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1050 

Pier  5 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1055 

Pier  5  1  2  -  Bulkhead  Building 

BASIC 

$0 

$284 

$0 

$284 

1500 

Pier  50 

PIERS 

$27,370 

$1,679 

$17,733 

$46,782 

1500 

Pier  50  -  Shed  A 

SIMPLE 

$2,021 

$325 

$1,864 

$4,209 

1500 

Pier  50-  Shed  B 

SIMPLE 

$1,049 

$1,050 

$1,890 

$3,989 

1500 

Pier  50  -  Shed  C 

SIMPLE 

$1,263 

$1,388 

$2,270 

$4,920 

1500 

Pier  50  -  Shed  D 

SIMPLE 

$1,214 

$878 

$2,903 

$4,995 

1505 

Pier  50  12 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$334 

$334 

2505 

Pier  50  Administration  Building 

BASIC 

$1,625 

$557 

$487 

$2,669 

1520 

Pier  52 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$3,841 

$3,841 

1540 

Pier  54 

PIERS 

$29,099 

$0 

$11,531 

$40,630 

1540 

Pier  54  -  Office  BIdg 

SMALL 

$471 

$0 

$0 

$471 

1540 

Pier  54-  Oil  Shed 

SMALL 

$112 

$0 

$0 

$112 

1540 

Pier  54  -  Shed  Building 

SIMPLE 

$369 

$84 

$616 

$1,068 

1540 

Pier  54  -  Storage  Shed 

SMALL 

$0 

$37 

$0 

$37 

1600 

Pier  60  -  Wharf  -  wood  piles 

PIERS 

$1,036 

$0 

$448 

$1,484 

1600 

Pier  60  -  Wharf  Carmens  Restaurant 

SMALL 

$122 

$0 

$0 

$122 

1640 

Pier  64 

PIERS 

$2,561 

$0, 

$1,661 

$4,222 

1645 

Pier  64  1/2  Kelly  Mission  Rock  Resort  Restnt 

BASIC 

$0 

$173 

$0 

$173 

1680 

Pier  68 

PIERS 

$6,737 

$36,672 

$24,465 

$67,874 

1075 

Pier  7  -  The  Waterfront  Restaurant 

BASIC 

$271 

$220 

$152 

$643 

1075 

Pier  7  1/2 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1070 

Pier  7  Public  Pier 

PIERS 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1700 

Pier  70 

PIERS 

$47,098 

$0 

$67,390 

$114,488 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Bathrooms  BIdg.  #1 41 

SMALL 

SO 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Beth  Street  Substation  #2,  BIdg.  #50 

SMALL 

$85 

$0 

$0 

$85 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Beth  Street  Warehouse  BIdg.  #30 

SMALL 

$0 

$660 

$0 

$660 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Blast  Shed  BIdg.  #1 50 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Boiler/Steam  Power  House  -  #103 

SMALL 

$0 

$262 

$205 

$467 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Building  #149 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Cable/Electric  Shop  -  Bldg.#38 

SIMPLE 

$744 

$0 

$5,701 

$6,445 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Checkhouse  #1 ,  BIdg.  #122 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$167 

$167 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Checkhouse  #2,  BIdg.  #123 

SMALL 

$0 

SO 

S81 

S81 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Equipment  Building  #36 

SIMPLE 

$271 

$69 

$2,324 

S2.664 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Machine  Shop  -  BIdg.  #105 

SIMPLE 

$458 

$41 

S3, 746 

$4,246 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  near  checkhouse  #2,  Building  #51 

SMALL 

$56 

$0 

$0 

S56 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Office  BIdg  (#127) 

SMALL 

$0 

SO 

$0 

SO 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Office  BIdg  Annex  to  #1 01 ,  BIdg.  #40 

BASIC 

$1  330 

so 

$295 

$1,625 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Office  Building  #101 

BASIC 

'B5.598 

$554 

$26,068 

S32220 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Office  Building  #104 

BASIC 

$3,386 

SO 

S17  668 

S21  554 

1680 

Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Office.Wjrehouse  BIdg.-  BIdg  #1 1 1 

BASIC 

$5,442 

$1,231 

S9.950 

$16  623 

1680 

P.fir  m  -  Pier  68  -  Ops  BIdg  ^^102 

BASIC 

S762 

.1)162 

SB48 

SI  772 

1630 

Pior  70  -  Pier  68  -  Pipe  Rack,  BIdg  #120 

SMALL 

dO 

SO 

$43 

S43 
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I  APPENDIX  A  -  10  YEAR  NEED  SUMMARY,  BY  FACILITY  (In  Thousands) 


FacID 
No. 

1680 
1680 
1680 
1680 
1680 
1680 
1680 
1680 
1 680 
1680 

3450 
3450 
3490 

3490 
3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

3490 

1800 

1800 

1800 

1800 

1800 

1800 

1800 

1800 

2300 

^300 

1090 

1095 


Building  Name 


Pier  70 


Building 
Type 


Backlog 


10  Year 
Renewals 


One  Time 
Costs 


Total 


Pier  68  -  Pipe  Storage  BIdg  #107 
Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Sheet  Metaly  Tools  BIdg  #109 
Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  SInipvvright  Building  -#108 
Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Steel  Shop  Office  (bidg  #121) 
Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Substation  #4  (bIdg  #58) 
Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Substation  #6,  BIdg.  #64 
Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Substation  #7  (bIdg  #68) 
Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Warehouse  &  6-ton  crane,  BIdg.  #49 
Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Yard  Washroom,  BIdg.  #110 
Pier  70  -  Pier  68  -  Yard  Washroom,  BIdg.  #119 

Pier  70  -  SWL  345  -  Kneass  Boatworl^s,  Main 

Office/boat  storage 

Pier  70  -  SWL  345  -  Kneass,  Pier  66  Boatyard  Office 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349  -  Auto  Yard  Shop  BIdg  #19 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349  -  Beth  Street  Stress  Relieving,  BIdg. 

#16 

Beth  Street  Warehouse,  BIdg.  #32 
Beth  Street  Washroom  &  Locker, 


Pier  70  -  SWL  349 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349 
BIdg.  #24 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349 
Bidg.  #25 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349 
BIdg.  #29 
Pier  70  -  SWL  349 
Pier  70  -  SWL  349 
Pier  70  -  SWL  349 
Pier  70  -  SWL  349 
Pier  70 
Pier  70 


Beth  Street  Washroom  &  Locker, 


Beth  Street  Washroom  &  Locker, 


Brass  Foundry,  BIdg.  #1 15 
Foundry,  Bidg.  #116 
Test  Room,  BIdg.  #23 
UIW  Machine  Shop,  BIdg.  #114 
SWL  349  Building  #6  (condemned) 
SWL  349  Equipment  BIdg  :  BIdg  #14 


Pier  70  -  SWL  349  Heavy  Machine  Shop  -  BIdg  #113 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349  Office  Building  -  BIdg.  #1 1  Noonan 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349  SF  Shipyard  Training  BIdg  117 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349  Shop  Building  -  BIdg  #21 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349  Traffic  Department  BIdg.  #12  &  #15 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349  Traffic  Dept.  Shed  -  BIdg  #66 

Pier  70  -  SWL  349  Warehouse  -  Bldg.2 

Pier  80 

Pier  80  -  Entry  Canopy 

Pier  80  -  Gear  &  Maintenance  Building 

Pier  80  -  Office  BIdg  #2 

Pier  80  -  Ser/ice  Building 

Pier  80 -Shed  A 

Pier  80 -Shed  D 

Pier  80  -  Terminal  Office 

Pier  80  Administration  Building 

Pier  30  Office  BIdg  #1 

P'er9 

Pier  9  1,2 


SMALL 

SO 

$203 

$0 

$203 

SIMPLE 

SI, 075 

$874 

$478 

$2,427 

BASIC 

$5,499 

$229 

$10,156 

$15,885 

SMALL 

SO 

$87 

SO 

$87 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$133 

$133 

SMALL 

$282 

$0 

$956 

$1,238 

SMALL 

$0 

$203 

$74 

$277 

SIMPLE 

386 

$118 

$23 

$227 

SMALL 

$553 

$0 

$723 

$1,276 

SMALL 

$203 

$0 

$0 

$203 

SIMPLE 

$0 

$0 

SI, 584 

$1,584 

SMALL 

$282 

$0 

SO 

$282 

SIMPLE 

$179 

$0 

$1,057 

$1,236 

SIMPLE 

$253 

$0 

$1,177 

$1,430 

SIMPLE 

$327 

SO- 

$1,449 

$1,776 

SMALL 

$483 

SO 

$672 

$1,155 

SMALL 

$0 

$210 

$51 

$261 

SMALL 

$521 

$0 

$798 

$1,319 

SIMPLE 

$491 

$0 

$5,238 

$5,729 

SIMPLE 

$491 

$0 

$5,238 

S5,729 

SMALL 

$613 

$0 

$239 

$852 

SIMPLE 

$245 

$0 

$2,388 

$2,633 

SIMPLE 

$1,050 

$0 

$6,510 

$7,560 

SIMPLE 

$440 

$0 

$5,020 

$5,460 

SIMPLE 

$2,347 

$0 

$27,648 

$29,995 

BASIC 

$3,597 

$473 

$7,722 

$11,792 

SIMPLE 

$616 

$194 

$9,770 

$10,580 

SIMPLE 

$228 

$0 

$3,455 

$3,683 

BASIC 

$7,551 

$0 

$16„389 

$23,940 

SIMPLE 

$624 

$0 

$552 

$1,176 

SIMPLE 

$2,377 

SO 

$19,014 

S21.391 

PIERS 

$8,540 

S2,497 

$57,686 

$68  723 

SIMPLE 

$229 

$0 

$276 

$505 

SIMPLE 

$920 

$206 

$976 

$2,102 

SMALL 

$0 

$99 

SO 

S99 

SIMPLE 

$1,141 

$1,198 

$775 

S3, 114 

SIMPLE 

$3,870 

$1,896 

$21  868 

S27,634 

SIMPLE 

$2,799 

$1,191 

S4.229 

58  218 

SMALL 

S250 

$0 

SO 

S250 

BASIC 

S2.396 

S2,R81 

$1,064 

$7,040 

SMALL 

SO 

$99 

SO 

S99 

PIERS 

S10,')63 

$0 

S9.010 

$19,973 

PIERS 

$711 

SO 

S584 

SI  295 

APPENDIX  A  -  10  YEAR  NEED  SUMMARY,  BY  FACILITY  (In  Thousands) 

Building  Name 


Fac  ID 
No. 


Building 
Type 


Backlog 


10  Year 
Renewals 


One  Time 
Costs 


1090 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1920 
1940 
1940 
1960 
1960 
1960 
1960 
1960 
1960 
1960 
1960 
1960 
1960 

0000 

4036 

1038 

4043 

4022 

4008 

4020 

3030 

4001 

4004 

4002 

4017 

4040 

3020 

4003 

4033 

4034 

4006 

4041 

3010 

3010 

3020 

3020 

3G20 

3020 

''r,20 


Pier  9  Bulkhead,  Shed  Building 

Pier  90 

Pier  90  -  Fire  Department  Building 

Pier  90  -  Maintenance  BIdg 

Pier  90  -  Old  Powerhouse 

Pier  90  -  Storage  BIdg 

Pier  90  -  Truck  Pits 

Pier  92 

Pier  94  -  96  wharf  area 

Pier  94  -  Wh.arfside  Building 

Pier  96  -  Administration  Building 

Pier  96  -  Bounty  Restaurant 

Pier  96  -  Entry  Canopy 

Pier  96  -  Exit  Canopy 

Pier  96  -  Gatehouse  BIdg 

Pier  96  -  Maintenance  Building 

Pier  96  -  Office/ Restroom 

Pier  96  -  Recycling/LASH  Terminal 

Pier  96  -  Storage 

Pier  96  -  Truck  Scales 

Port-wide  Projects 

Street  -  20th  east  of  Illinois 

Street  -  24th  from  Michigan  to  Maryland 

Street  -  Amador  and  extension 

Street  -  Broadway  btw  Embarcadero  &  Vallejo 

Street  -  Embarcadero  from  Taylor  to  Powell 

Street  -  Green  between  Davis  and  Front 

Street  -  Hyde  Alley,  Fish  Alley 

Street  -  Hyde  N  of  Jefferson  to  Hyde  St  Pier 

Street  -  Jefferson  btw  Jones  and  Leavenworth 

Street  -  Jefferson  from  Leavenworth  to  Hyde 

Street  -  Lombard  btw  Sansome  and  Embarcadero 

Street  -  Marin  east  of  Michigan 

Street  -  Pier  47,  Fish  Alley,  Al  Scoma  Way 

Street  -  R.H.  Dana  Dr.  (Leavenworth)  N  of  Jefferso 

Street  -  T.  Francois  along  China  Basin 

Street  -  T.  Francois  btw  China  Basin  and  Mission  R 

Street  -  Taylor  Street  btw.  Jefferson  and  Embarcadero 

Street  -  TN,  IN,  MN  btw  Tulare  and  Marin 

SWL  301  -  Andre  Boudin  Pavilion 

SWL  301  -  Andre  Boudin  Restaurant 

SWL  302  -  Alioto  Fish  Co 

SWL  302  -  Castagnola,  Storage  BIdg 

SWL  302  -  Crab  Boat  Owners  Asso 

SWL  302  -  Firewood  Cafe 

SWL  302  -  Pompeis  Grotto 


BASIC 
PIERS 
BASIC 
SMALL 
SMALL 
SMALL 
SMALL 
PIERS 
PIERS 
SMALL 
BASIC 
BASIC 
SIMPLE 
SIMPLE 
SMALL 
BASIC 
SMALL 
SIMPLE 
SMALL 
SMALL 
Port 
Wide 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
SMALL 
BASIC 
BASIC 
SMALL 
BASIC 
BASIC 
BASIC 


58,150 

$9,985 

$69 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$3,814 

$4,749 

$0 

$564 

$744 

$176 

$105 

$0 

$1,311 

$0 

$2,234 

$0 

$0 

$0 
$407 
$567. 
$1,801 
$448 
$0 
$149 
$263 
$213 
$111 
$115 
$159 
$149 
$355 
$131 
$447 
S4  674 
3271 
$781 
SO 
$0 
$0 
$0 
S344 
SO 

so 


$3,015 

$0 

$46 

$89 

SO 

$33 

$92 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$790 

$108 

$0 

$19 

$204 

$697 

$121 

$4,533 

$135 

$35 

$260,660 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$141 
$463 
SO 
30 
S1 17 
S276 


$3,216 

$0 

$156 

$0 

SO 

SO 

$0 

SO 

$14,177 

SO 

$389 

$147 

$250 

$148 

$0 

$758 

$0 

$4,665 

$0 

SO 

$107,748 
SO 
$507 
$15,981 
$64 
SO 
$0 
$192 
$0 
$0 
$859 
$0 
S512 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$256 
SO 
$1,536 
SO 
S396 
SO 
368 
3100 
3103 


Total 

$14,381 

$9,985 

$272 

S89 

$0 

$33 

$92 

$3,814 

$18,926 

SO 

$1,744 

$998 

$426 

$272 

$204 

$2,766 

$121 

$11,432 

$135 

$35 

$368,408 
S407 
$1,074 
$17,782 
S512 
$0 
$149 
$455 
$213 
$111 
$974 
$159 
366 1 
$355 
S131 
S447 
S4  674 
S527 
S781 
$1,536 
S141 
3859 
50 
3412 
S217 
S379 
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APPENDIX  A  -  10  YEAR  NEED  SUMMARY,  BY  FACILITY  (In  Thousands) 

Building  Name 


Fac  ID 
No. 


3020  SWL  302  -  Port  Harbor  Office 

3020  SWL  302  -  Scomas  (Smoke  House) 

3020  SWL  302  -  United  Shellfish  Warehouse 

3030  SWL  302  Cal  Shell  Fish  Shed 

3020  SWL  302  Castagnola  Rest. 

3020  SWL  302  Coast  Marine  Supply  Mat.  Storage  BIdg 

3020  SWL  302  Costal  Manne  Retail  Space 

3020  SWL  302  D&G  Co.  d.b.a.  Lou  Blues 

3020  SWL  302  Franks  Fisherman  Supply 

3020  SWL  302  Substructure  (Wharf  J-9) 

3020  SWL  302  United  Shellfish  Processing 

3030  SWL  303  -  Aliolo  Fish  Co, 

3030  SWL  303  -  Cal  Shell  Fish 

3030  SWL  303  -  Cioppinos/(Hoppe) 

3030  SWL  303  -  Franceschis  Restaurant 

3030  SWL  303  -  GP  Resources 

.3030  SWL  303  -  SP  Trantino/Martell  Ins 

.3030  SWL  .303  -  The  Bay  Company,  Hoppe,  Arthur  N. 

3110  SWL  31 1  Pier  39  Garage 

31 30  SWL  313  Embarcadero  Triangle  Lot  Assn. 

3150  SWL  315  Office  Buiding  (HHC  Investment  limited) 

3150  SWL  315  Parking  Structure 

3 1 60  SWL  3 1 6  Houstons  Restaurant 

3170  SWL  317  Office  Building 

3180  SWL  318  Roundhouse  One 

3 1 80  SWL  3 1 8  Roundhouse  Two 

3180  SWL  318  Sandhouse 

31 90  SWL  3 1 9  Fog  City  Diner 

3220  SWL  322  ABC  TV 

3300  SWL  330  Restaurant  and  Apts.  at  Towsend 

3310  SWL  331  &  332  Delancey  Street  Foundation 

3430  SWL  343  Bluepeter  Building 

3450  SWL  345  -  SF  Boat  Works  Office/Shop 

3450  SWL  345  -  SF  Boat  Works  Storage/The  Ramp 

3520  SWL  352  -  Backlands  Redevelopment 

1620  Third  Street  Bridge  House 

5470H  Wharf  J- 11 

5470  Wharf  J-4 

1490  Wharfs  J-1  and  J-3  (Pier  49) 

PORT  TOTAL 


Building 

Jype_ 

Backlog 

10  Year 
Renewals 

•■   One  Time 
1       Costs 

Total 

SMALL 

~S0 

$54 

SO 

$54 

BASIC 

$0 

$68 

$120 

$188 

SMALL 

$0 

$163 

SO 

$163 

SMALL 

so 

$0 

$0 

$0 

BASIC 

$0 

$443 

$370 

$813 

SIMPLE 

$0 

$184 

$523 

$707 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

SMALL 

$0 

$519 

$0 

$519 

BASIC 

$86 

$251 

S205 

$543 

PIERS 

$4,619 

$344 

$1,749 

S6,712 

SIMPLE 

SO 

$15 

$43 

$58 

BASIC 

$0 

$330 

$184 

$514 

BASIC 

$0 

$279 

$122 

$401 

BASIC 

$0 

$581 

$286 

$867 

BASIC 

$0 

$114 

$92 

$206 

SMALL 

$0 

$29 

$0 

$29 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

BASIC 

$0 

$256 

$209 

$465 

SIMPLE 

$0 

$768 

$6,058 

$6,826 

SIMPLE 

$0 

$607 

$2,872 

$3,479 

BASIC 

$0 

$4,319 

$3,309 

$7,628 

SIMPLE 

$0 

$509 

$3,849 

$4,358 

BASIC 

$0 

$494 

$315 

$809 

BASIC 

$0 

$6,991 

$3,631 

$10,622 

BASIC 

$312 

$785 

$504 

$1,601 

BASIC 

$1,265 

$783 

$684 

$2,732 

SMALL 

$0 

$203 

$0 

$203 

BASIC 

$0 

$298 

$116 

$414 

BASIC 

$0 

$9,396 

$4,241 

$13,637 

BASIC 

$0 

$1,775 

$1,875 

$3,650 

BASIC 

$0 

$3,982 

$4,101 

$8,083 

SIMPLE 

$389 

$39 

$485 

.$913 

BASIC 

$175 

$251 

$193 

$620 

SIMPLE 

$149 

$0 

$160 

$309 

BASIC 

$2,338 

$0 

$0 

$2,338 

SMALL 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

PIERS 

$417 

$0 

$0 

$417 

PIERS 

31,004 

$81 

$0 

$1,085 

PIERS 

$0 

$771 

S2,965 

$3,736 

$554,979 

$480,599 

$1,075,578 

$2,172,602 
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PORTc 


OF 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 

March  3,  201 1 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


\ 
FROM:  Monique  Moyer    j 


Executive  Directo^r 


SUBJECT:     Request  approval  of  Consent  to  Sublease  between  Blue  and  Gold  Fleet, 
L.P.  and  CUSA  FL,  LLC  for  a  four  year  term  to  operate  a  ticket  booth  and 
office  space  totaling  approximately  71 5  square  feet  located  at  Pier  41  on 
the  Embarcadero  near  the  foot  of  Powell  Street. 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:    Approve  Attached  Resolution 

BACKGROUND 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  ("Port")  and  Harbor  Carriers,  Inc.,  a  California  corporation 
(Prior  Tenant)  entered  into  Lease  No.  L-9183  ("Master  Lease")  as  of  May  1 ,  1975. 
Harbor  Carriers  Inc.  changed  its  name  to  Red  and  White  Fleet,  Inc.  and  subsequently 
assigned  its  rights  under  the  Master  Lease  to  Blue  and  Gold  Fleet,  L.P.  ("Tenant"),  a 
Delaware  Limited  Partnership  on  June  23,  1997.  The  Master  Lease,  as  amended, 
requires  the  consent  of  the  Port  Commission  for  any  sublease  by  Tenant.  Tenant  is 
required  to  provide  specific  information  to  enable  the  Port  to  evaluate  proposed 
subleases  and  prospective  subtenants. 

PROPOSED  SUBLEASE 

Recently  Tenant  has  submitted  a  proposed  sublease  agreement  between  Tenant  and  a 
prospective  subtenant,  CUSA  FL,  LLC.,  and  is  seeking  the  Port  Commission's  consent 
to  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth  below. 

Subtenant:  CUSA  FL,  LLC,  a  Delaware  Limited  Liability  Company. 

Subleased  Premises: 

Parcel  A:  Approximately  404  square  feet,  known  as  the  Ticket  Booth 

Parcel  B:  Approximately  31 1  square  feet,  known  as  the  Office  Space 


This  Print  Covers  Calendar  Item  No.  8B 


IF  SAN  FRANCiSCO 


Parcel  locations,  sizes  and  shapes  are  shown  on  Exhibit  A  attached  hereto. 
Currently,  both  parcels  are  occupied  by  Tenant. 

Permitted  Use: 

Parcel  A:  Retail  sale  of  tickets  for  motor  vehicle  tours,  sightseeing  bus  tours  and 

shuttle  service. 

Parcel  B:  Administrative  office  to  support  ticket  sales. 

Term:  The  term  shall  commence  five  (5)  days  following  the  effective  date  of  the 
Port's  consent  and  expire  one  (1)  day  short  of  the  expiration  date  of  the  Master 
Lease  (March  31,  2015). 

Rent:  Subtenant  shall  pay  to  Tenant  minimum  monthly  rent  of  $1 2,000.00  and 
percentage  rent  equal  to  18%  of  the  gross  receipts  each  month  less  the 
minimum  monthly  rent  duhng  such  month. 

CEQA 

The  proposed  sublease  is  for  an  existing  use,  so  it  is  exempt  from  the  California 

Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA")  from  City  Planning  Major  Environmental  Analysis 

Division. 

BCDC  Permit 

Tenant  is  in  full  compliance  with  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  ("BCDC")  permit  No.  18-76,  which  has  been  extended  to  December  31,. 
2012  by  Amendment  No.  10.  The  proposed  sublease  does  not  involve  significant 
improvements  and  does  not  affect  the  existing  BCDC  permit. 

FINANCIAL  ANALYSIS 

There  is  no  excess  rent  provision  under  the  Master  Lease;  Port  receives  the  greater  of 

the  minimum  monthly  rent  or  a  percentage  of  all  gross  receipts  derived  from  each 

calendar  month  from  the  Tenant.    Currently,  Blue  and  Gold's  minimum  monthly  rent  is 

$28,961 .30  and  the  rate  of  the  percentage  rent  varies  from  7%  to  10%  depending  upon 

categories. 

Tenant's  annualized  rent  due  to  Port  for  year  2010  was  approximately  $538,000.00. 
Except  for  the  months  of  January,  February,  March,  November  and  December, 
Tenant's  gross  receipts  exceeded  the  minimum  monthly  rent.    The  highest  percentage 
rent  due  to  Port  was  approximately  $67,000.00  for  the  month  of  July  201 0  and  the 
lowest  percentage  rent  due  to  Port  was  $4,500.00  for  the  month  of  April  2010. 

Blue  and  Gold  has  been  a  Port  tenant  for  over  13  years  and  is  a  Tenant  in  Good 
Standing  pursuant  to  Port  policy. 

CONCLUSION 

Port  staff  has  reviewed  the  proposed  sublease,  insurance  certificates  and  required 

specific  information,  including  but  not  limit  to,  financial  statements,  balance  sheets, 

legal  ownership,  and  business  and  credit  references.  In  conclusion,  Port  staff  believes 

that  the  proposed  subtenant  meets  the  Master  Lease  requirements  and  Port  standard 

practice. 

-2- 


Port  staff  has  drafted  the  Consent  to  Sublease  and  it  has  been  reviewed  by  the  City 
Attorney's  office  and  signed  by  Tenant  and  subtenant.  The  subtenant  shall  be  bound 
by  all  of  the  terms,  covenants,  conditions,  provision  and  agreements  of  the  Master 
Lease. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission:  adopt  the  attached  Resolution 
approving  (1)  consent  to  the  proposed  Sublease  under  Lease  No.  L-9183;  and  (2) 
authorize  the  Executive  Director  or  her  designee  to  execute  said  Consent  to  Sublease. 


Prepare  by:  Vicky  Lee 

Commercial  Property  Manager 

For:  Susan  Reynolds 

.  Deputy  Director,  Real  Estate 


PORT  COMMISSSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-13 


WHEREAS,  Charter  Section  B3.581  of  the  Charter  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 

Francisco  empowers  the  Port  Commission  with  the  power  and  authority 
and  duty  to  use,  conduct,  operate,  maintain,  manage,  regulate  and  control 
the  Port  area(s)  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  Section  B3.581  (g)  of  the  Charter  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
provides  that  leases  granted  and  made  by  the  Port  Commission  should  be 
administered  exclusively  by  the  operating  forces  of  the  Port  Commission; 
and 

WHEREAS,  in  1975,  the  Port  executed  Lease  No.  L-9183  for  real  property  at  Pier  41 , 
located  on  the  Embarcadero  near  the  foot  of  Powell  Street  which  Lease  is 
currently  held  by  Blue  and  Gold  Fleet,  L.P.  as  Tenant  ("Lease");  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Lease  commenced  on  May  1 ,  1975,  and  terminates  on  March  31 , 
2015; and 

WHEREAS,  Blue  and  Gold  Fleet,  L.P.  has  proposed  to  sublet  a  portion  of  its  interest 
in  the  Lease  to  CUSA  FL,  LLC;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Lease  subjects  any  transfer  of  the  Lease  including,  without  limitation, 
the  proposed  sublease  by  Blue  and  Gold  Fleet,  L.P.  taCUSA  FL,  LLC  to 
the  consent  of  the  Port  Commission;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  proposed  sublease  is  exempt  from  the  California  Environmental 

Quality  Act  ("CEQA")  and  does  not  affect  the  existing  San  Francisco  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission  ("BCDC")  permit  No.  18-76  ; 
and 


WHEREAS,  Blue  and  Gold  Fleet,  L.P.  is  a  tenant  in  good  standing  and  CUSA  FL,LLC 
has  the  financial  wherewithal  and  can  otherwise  meet  the  obligations  of 
the  Lease;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  hereby  consents  to  the  Sublease 
by  Blue  and  Gold  Fleet,  L.P.  of  a  portion  of  Lease  No.  L-9183  to  CUSA 
FL,  LLC  on  the  terms  and  conditions  described  in  the  Memorandum  to  the 
Port  Commission  dated  March  3,  201 1  and  authorizes  the  Executive 
Director  to  execute  the  Consent  documents  ("the  Consent");  and  be  it 
further 


RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to  enter  into 
any  additions,  amendments  or  other  modifications  to  the  Consent  that  the 
Executive  Director,  in  consultation  with  the  City  Attorney,  determines  are 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  Port,  do  not  materially  increase  the  obligations 
or  liabilities  of  the  City  or  Port  and  are  necessary  or  advisable  to  complete 
the  transactions  which  the  Consent  contemplates  and  effectuate  the 
purpose  and  intent  of  this  Resolution,  such  action  to  be  conclusively 
evidenced  by  the  execution  and  delivery  by  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Consent,  and  any  such  amendments  thereto. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  March  8,  201 1. 


Secretary 
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EXHIBIT  A 


PORT    ^ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


TO: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


MEMORANDUM 

March  3,  2011 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


Monique  Moyer 
Executive  Director 


Request  approval  of  First  Amendment  to  Lease  No.  L-14829  with 
Dawson-Clinton  General  Contractors  Corporation,  a  California 
Corporation,  to  change  the  Commencement  Date  and  Eliminate  the 
Bonding/Guarantee  Requirements  for  Construction  of  the  initial  Tenant 
Improvements  at  Pier  50,  Shed  B  Bulkhead 


DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATIONS:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 

I.  History: 

Dawson-Clinton  General  Contractors  Corporation  ("Tenant")  is  a  current  tenant  of  the 
Port  of  San  Francisco.   It  occupies  approximately  1 ,600  square  feet  of  shed  space  and 
approximately  752  square  feet  of  office  space  at  Pier  50,  Shed  B.  The  Tenant  has 
occupied  this  space  since  February  12,  2010,  after  vacating  its  premises  at  Pier  54/4, 
as  requested  by  the  Port,  to  accommodate  the  Port's  Mission  Bay  Shoreline  Protection 
Project.  Tenant  is  a  Tenant  in  Good  Standing  pursuant  to  Port  Commission  policy. 

Port  and  Tenant  entered  into  a  second  lease.  Port  Lease  No.  L-14829,  dated  AphI  1, 
2010,  for  reference  purposes  only  (the  "Lease"),  for  additional  premises  located  at  Pier 
50,  Shed  B  Bulkhead,  consisting  of  approximately  3,053  rentable  square  feet  of  shed 
and  office  space  (the  "Premises"). 

The  Lease  requires  Tenant  to  construct  initial  tenant  improvements  in  an  amount  of 
approximately  $191 ,000,  for  which  the  Tenant  will  receive  rent  credits  over  a  60-month 
term.  The  initial  tenant  improvements  are  required  to  be  guaranteed  by  contractor's 
bonds  and  a  tenant  guarantee,  each  in  an  amount  equal  to  150%  of  the  construction 
costs  of  the  initial  tenant  improvements.  The  Lease  also  provides  for  a  90-day  rent-free 
construction  period. 
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The  Lease  commenced  on  August  1 ,  2010;  however  because  Tenant  was  having 
trouble  procuring  the  required  bonds/guarantees  for  construction  of  the  initial  tenant 
improvements,  Tenant  delayed  possession  of  the  Premises  under  this  Lease. 

Since  the  Lease  commencement  date,  the  Tenant,  in  some  cases  with  the  Port's 
assistance,  discussed  the  matter  with  various  bonding  companies  and  banks  to  review 
alternative  options. 

Port  and  Tenant  now  desire  to  retroactively  amend  the  Lease  to  change  the 
Commencement  Date  from  August  1 ,  201 0  to  March  15,  201 1 .   Port  and  Tenant  also 
desire  to  eliminate  the  bonding/guarantee  requirements  for  construction  of  the  initial 
tenant  improvements  for  the  following  reasons,  all  of  which  are  documented  in  the  lease 
amendment: 


• 


• 


• 


Tenant  shall  act  as  the  contractor  for  purposes  of  constructing  the  initial  tenant 
improvements; 

Tenant  shall  at  all  times  during  construction  of  the  initial  tenant  improvements, 
maintain  all  permits,  licenses  and  comply  with  the  bonding  requirements  of 
applicable  state  and  other  laws  governing  contractors; 

Tenant  shall  fulfill  every  obligation  under  the  Lease  that  is  assigned  to  Tenant's 
"contractor"  or  that  is  generally  performed  by  a  contractor  in  similar 
circumstances  including  the  requirement  to  maintain  Builders'  Risk  Insurance 
which  also  covers  the  Port;  and 

Tenant  shall  provide  Port  with  a  copy  of  each  lien  release  document  for  each 
subcontractor  that  works  on  the  initial  tenant  improvements. 


In  situations  where  a  tenant  is  performing  construction  (at  its  cost  or  the  Port's),  a  bond 
and  guarantee  provide  for  third  party  payment,  performance  and  completion  should  the 
tenant  default.  The  Amendment  would  eliminate  this  protection.   However,  Port  staff 
believes  that  these  measures  adequately  protect  the  Port's  interests  in  this  singular 
matter  as  the  space  in  question  is  currently  a  vacant  shell  with  "stubbed  out"  utilities. 
Therefore,  there  is  little  risk  that  any  actions  by  the  Tenant  could  cause  additional 
damage.  Moreover,  the  Tenant,  a  design-build  contractor,  is  highly  motivated  to 
complete  this  project  in  an  efficient  and  timely  manner  as  it  is  to  become  Tenant's  new 
office  space. 

The  commencement  date  of  the  Lease  Amendment  will  be  determined  upon  approval  of 
the  Lease  Amendment  by  the  Port  Commission  and  final  execution  by  the  Port, 
anticipated  by  March  15,  2011.  Tenant  shall  be  granted  a  90-day  non-rent  construction 
period  consistent  with  the  Port's  and  Tenant's  prior  approvals.   Rent  commencement  is 
anticipated  to  be  June  1 5,  201 1 . 


II.  Staff  Recommendation 

Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  adopt  the  resolution  approving  the  First 
Amendment  to  Lease  No.  L-14829  with  Dawson-Clinton  General  Contractors 
Corporation,  a  California  corporation,  to  change  the  Commencement  Date  and  eliminate 
the  bonding/guarantee  requirements  for  construction  of  the  Initial  Tenant  Improvement. 
Except  as  specifically  amended  by  the  First  Amendment  to  Lease  No.  L-14829,  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  Lease  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 


Prepared  by:  Elsa  Lamb,  Commercial  Property  Manager 
For:  Susan  Reynolds,  Deputy  Director  of  Real  Estate 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-14 


WHEREAS,       Charter  Section  B3.581  grants  to  the  Port  Commission  the  authority  and 
duty  to  use,  conduct,  operate,  maintain,  regulate  and  control  the  lands 
within  the  Port  jurisdiction;  and 

WHEREAS,       Pier  50,  Shed  B  is  located  on  Terry  Francois  Boulevard,  south  of  the 

Ferry  Building  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  is  within  the 
Port's  jurisdiction;  and 

WHEREAS,       Tenant  is  a  Tenant  in  Good  Standing,  pursuant  to  Port  Commission 
policy;  and 

WHEREAS,       On  May  1 1 ,  2010,  the  Port  Commission  approved  Lease  No.  L-14829 
with  Dawson-Clinton  General  Contractors  ("Tenant")  for  the  lease  of 
Pier  50,  Shed  B  Bulkhead  for  office  and  storage  uses;  the  Lease 
requires  the  tenant  to  construct  Initial  Tenant  Improvements  and 
authorizes  up  to  $191,181  of  rent  credits  to  be  applied  against  50%  of 
the  monthly  base  rent  provided  that  Tenant  complies  with  the  terms  of 
the  Lease;  and 

WHEREAS,       Lease  requires  Tenant  to  provide  a  contractor's  bond  and  tenant 

guarantee,  each  in  an  amount  equal  to  150%  of  the  construction  costs 
of  the  initial  tenant  improvements;  and 

WHEREAS,       Tenant  was  unable  to  procure  the  required  bond  and  guarantee;  and 

WHEREAS,       Port  and  Tenant  desire  to  retroactively  amend  the  Lease  to  change  the 
Commencement  Date  from  August  1,  2010  to  March  15,  2011;  and 

WHEREAS,       The  Premises  in  its  existing  condition  is  not  currently  in  leasable 
condition  and  requires  improvements  before  occupying;  and 

WHEREAS,       Port  staff  proposes  that  Tenant  shall  act  as  the  contractor  for  purposes 
of  constructing  the  initial  tenant  improvement  and  shall  maintain  all 
permits  and  licenses;  comply  with  the  bonding  requirements  of 
applicable  state  and  other  laws  governing  contractors;  and  maintain 
Builders'  Risk  Insurance  covering  the  Port;  and 

WHEREAS,       Tenant  shall  provide  Port  with  a  copy  of  each  lien  release  document  for 
each  subcontractor  that  works  on  the  initial  tenant  improvement;  and 
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WHEREAS,       Staff  has  determined  that  elimination  of  the  bonding/guarantee 

requirements  from  the  Lease  is  acceptable,  as  Tenant  is  a  licensed 
general  contracting  firm  and  will  take  on  the  responsibility  of  acting  as 
"contractor"  for  purposes  of  constructing  the  initial  tenant  improvements; 
and  is  constructing  such  improvements  for  its  own  use  and  the  current 
condition  of  the  Premises  is  such  that  a  failure  of  Tenant  to  perform 
does  not  further  harm  the  Premises,  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,      That  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to  amend 
the  Lease  as  substantively  described  in  the  staff  report,  and  enter  into 
any  additions,  amendments  or  other  modifications  to  the  Lease  that  the 
Executive  Director,  in  consultation  with  the  City  Attorney,  determines 
are  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Port,  do  not  materially  increase  the 
obligations  or  liabilities  of  the  City  or  Port,  and  are  necessary  or 
advisable  to  complete  the  transactions  which  the  First  Amendment  to 
the  Lease  contemplates  and  effectuate  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this 
Resolution,  such  determination  to  be  conclusively  evidenced  by  the 
execution  and  delivery  by  the  Executive  Director  of  the  First 
Amendment  to  the  Lease,  and  any  such  amendments  thereto. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  March  8,  2011. 


Secretary 
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TO: 


FROM: 


PORTo-_ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 

March  3,  2011 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


Monique  Moyer     \  / 
Executive  Director 


SUBJECT:     Request  approval  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  Retail  Leasing  Policy 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  the  Attached  Resolution 

Background 

At  its  September  28,  2010  meeting,  Port  staff  delivered  an  informational  presentation  to 
the  Port  Commission  describing  the  Port's  current  Policy  for  Leasing  of  Retail  Business 
Sites  ("Current  Retail  Leasing  Policy").  The  current  policy,  adopted  in  1993,  is  attached 
as  Exhibit  A. 

Prompted  by  recommendations  offered  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  Budget  Analyst 
Harvey  Rose,  Port  staff  undertook  a  review  of  the  Current  Retail  Leasing  Policy  and 
recommends  a  number  of  changes  to  the  policy  as  shown  in  Exhibit  B  ("Proposed  Retail 
Leasing  Policy"). 

At  its  September  28,  2010  meeting,  the  Port  Commission  encouraged  Port  staff  to 
review  the  proposed  policy  with  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  Advisory  Group  ("FWWAG"). 
That  meeting  was  scheduled  January  18,  201 1  at  Scoma's.  Port  staff  presented  the 
Proposed  Retail  Leasing  Policy  and  received  no  substantive  input  to  the  policy.  One 
member  of  the  public  queried  about  the  level  of  outreach  Port  staff  have  undertaken 
regarding  the  Proposed  Retail  Leasing  Policy  and  Port  staff  described  the  process  of 
hearing  an  informational  item  at  the  Port  Commission,  followed  by  a  presentation  at 
FWWAG,  followed  by  a  proposed  Port  Commission  action  item. 

This  report  summarizes  the  Proposed  Retail  Leasing  Policy. 


This  Print  Covers  Calendar  Item  No.  9B 
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2010  Proposed  Retail  Leasing  Policy 

Scope  of  Retail  Leasing  Policy:  The  proposed  policy  applies  to  both  maritime  and  non- 
maritime  retail  tenancies. 

Competitive  Solicitation:  Port  leases  that  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors  are  subject  to  the  competitive  bidding  policy  provided  in  Sail 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  2.6-1,  which  generally  requires  an  award  of  the 
subject  lease  through  competitive  bidding,  "except  where  the  Board  of  Supervisors  finds 
that  the  bidding  procedures  or  insurance  requirements  are  impractical  or  impossible." 

When  conducting  a  competitive  solicitation,  Port  staff  will  establish  criteria  for  qualified 
responses  to  the  competitive  solicitation;  provide  public  notice  of  the  opportunity;  invite 
local  businesses  to  participate;  hold  a  pre-submittal  conference;  evaluate  responses 
based  on  published  criteria;  and  present  each  lease  with  a  successful  respondent  to  the 
Port  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  (if  required)  for  approval. 

Non-Retail  Tenants  Seeking  to  Become  Retail  Tenants:  Port  staff  will  entertain 
proposals  by  existing  non-retail  tenants  to  become  retail  tenants  only  when  the 
proposed  use  is  consistent  with  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  and  the  Port 
Commission  first  approves  a  resolution  authorizing  Port  staff  to  enter  into  a  sole  source 
negotiation  for  a  retail  use. 

Existing  Retail  Tenants  -  Renewal  Prerequisites:  Port  staff  will  evaluate  renewals  and 
extension  requests  on  a  case-by-case  basis  based  on  proposed  improvements,  capital 
costs,  the  Port's  future  plans  for  the  site,  and  tenant  history.  Tenants  must  be  in 
compliance  with  the  Port's  Tenant  in  Good  Standing  Policy  to  be  considered  for  a 
new  or  extended  lease.  Changes  in  or  intensification  of  use  must  be  consistent  with 
Port,  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  and  other 
regulatory  applicable  limitations. 

Port  staff  may  negotiate  with  an  existing  retail  tenant  under  the  following  circumstances: 

1 .  For  a  short  term  lease  extension,  not  to  exceed  3-5  years,  during  any  pehod 
when  the  U.S.  economy  is  in  a  recession  or  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  is 
experiencing  a  commercial  real  estate  downturn.    Lease  extensions  will  adjust 
base  and  percentage  rents  to  then-current  market-rates  as  adopted  by  the  Port 
Commission. 

2.  Where  the  tenant  proposes  to  make  capital  improvements,  a  lease  extension  or 
renewal  may  have  a  term  of  the  greater  of  10  years  or  the  time  required  to 
amortize  planned  improvements.  In  exercising  this  extension  option,  the  Port 
Commission  will  make  a  finding  that  the  proposed  capital  improvements  to  Port 
property  serve  a  public  purpose. 

3.  If  a  tenant  fails  to  meet  the  Port's  criteria  for  a  direct  negotiation  exception,  a 
lease  extension  or  renewal  may  have  a  term  of  up  to  5  years  without  any 


additional  extension  option,  if  the  Port  has  conducted  a  Request  for  Interest  and 
received  no  expressions  of  interest. 

In  exercising  each  of  these  renewal  or  extension  options,  the  Port  Commission  will 
make  a  finding  that  it  is  impractical  to  bid  the  subject  lease,  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  S.F.  Administrative  Code  Section  2.6-1 . 

Direct  Negotiation  Exception:   Port  staff  may  not  begin  lease  negotiations  with  an 
existing  tenant  until  the  Port  Commission  has  authohzed  sole  source  negotiations  with 
that  tenant.   Before  presenting  the  Port  Commission  with  a  direct  negotiation  request, 
Port  staff  will  determine  that  the  tenant  is  in  good  standing,  evaluate  whether  the  tenant 
is  the  most  suitable  economic  tenant,  and  receive  and  review  a  business  plan  and  the 
Tenant's  historic  audited  financial  statements  and/or  tax  returns. 

The  Port  will  not  enter  into  direct  negotiations  with  an  existing  tenant  that  has  paid 
below  average  rent  per  square  foot  to  the  Port  (base  rent  and  percentage  rent)  in  the 
prior  three  (3)  year  period  compared  to  retail  tenants  at  similar  locations  on  Port 
property. 

Capital  Improvement  Requirements  for  Direct  Negotiations:  The  Tenant  must  make  a 
substantial  capital  investment  approved  by  the  Port,  subject  to  the  following: 


• 


• 


• 


• 


Improvements  may  include  substructure  improvements,  improvements  to  the 
core  and  shell  of  the  lease  premises,  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  access  to 
the  facilities,  upgrades  to  utilities  serving  the  premises  or  improvements  to 
surrounding  Port  property; 

The  Tenant  will  quantify  the  cost  of  the  proposed  capital  improvement  as  a 
percentage  of  leasehold  value; 

The  proposed  capital  improvement  must  be  sufficient  to  allow  Port  staff  to  make 
a  finding  that  the  improvement  serves  a  public  purpose;  and 

The  Tenant  must  demonstrate  the  financial  capacity  to  pay  for  the  proposed 
capital  improvement  and  demonstrate  that  such  improvement  can  be 
depreciated. 

The  Tenant  will  not  qualify  for  rent  credits  for  proposed  capital  improvements  that  are 
the  basis  for  direct  negotiations.   Port  staff  will  evaluate  facility  conditions  and  may 
propose  additional  investments  that  would  justify  a  new  lease  with  the  existing  tenant. 

Lease  Requirements:  The  renewed  or  extended  lease  will  be  subject  to  certain  lease 
provisions,  including  Port  Commission-approved  boilerplate  lease  provisions,  detailed  in 
Attachment  B.  The  Tenant  will  pay  base  and  percentage  rent  that  is  market  rent  for 
comparable  uses  and  locations  on  gross  retail  income,  retail  sales  and  concession 
revenues,  including  subtenant  rents  and  sales. 


Conclusion 

Port  staff  recommends  approval  of  the  attached  resolution  approving  the  Proposed 
Retail  Leasing  Policy. 

Port  staff  recommends  submitting  the  policy  for  consideration  at  a  hearing  of  the  San 
Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors. 


Prepared  by:  Brad  Benson 

Special  Projects  Manager 

Prepared  for:  Monique  Moyer 

Executive  Director 


Exhibit  A 

1993  Policy  for  Leasing  of  Retail  Business  Sites,  adopted  by  Resolution  93-52 

Exhibit  B 

Proposed  2010  Retail  Leasing  Policy 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.   11-15 


WHEREAS,         Charter  Section  B3.581  empowers  the  Port  Commission  with  the 

power  and  duty  to  use,  conduct,  operate,  maintain,  manage,  regulate 
and  control  the  Port  area  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,         Port  leases  that  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  are  subject  to  the  competitive  bidding  policy  provided  in 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  2.6-1,  which  generally 
requires  an  award  of  the  subject  lease  through  competitive  bidding, 
"except  where  the  Board  of  Supervisors  finds  that  the  bidding 
procedures  or  insurance  requirements  are  impractical  or  impossible;" 
now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,       That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  repeals  Resolution  93-52;  and  be  it 
further 


RESOLVED, 


RESOLVED, 


That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  adopts  the  201 1  Port  of  San 
Francisco  Retail  Leasing  Policy  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  B  and 
authorizes  Port  staff  to  negotiate  new  retail  agreements  or 
amendments  to  existing  retail  agreements  under  the  circumstances 
described  in  the  new  Policy;  and  be  it  further 

That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  submit  the 
policy  for  consideration  at  a  hearing  of  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  March  8,  2011. 


Secretary 
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CI    AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCI.  ) 

SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 

AGENDA  SUMMARY  SHEET 


SUBJECT:   Leasing  Policy  for  Retail  Sites     Meeting  Date:  4/28/93 

Agenda  Item  No:  2^ 
7,5^^.'  Res.  No.:  93-52 
SUBMITTED  BY:   Dorothy  Schimke,  Manager  ':^.-< 

Leasing  &  Commercial  Property  Management 


AGENDA  CLASSIFICATION 


Executive  Director's  Report 
Finance  &  Administraion 
Tenant  Services 
Cargo  Services 


Engineering  &  Maintenance 
Planning  &  Research 
Legal 
Other 


BACKGROUND 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  is  responsible  for  management  of  a 
diverse  waterfront.  While  the  primary  focus  of  the  Port  is  to 
foster  the  growth  of  water  related  industries,  a  wide  spectrum  of 
other  uses  have  developed  through  time  and  become  an  integral  part 
of  the  Port.  Due  to  this  diversity,  the  San  Francisco  waterfront 
now  offers  the  populus  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  the 
opportunity  for  development  of  retail,  commercial  and  industrial 
businesses,  recreational  activities,  public  access  and  tourism. 

Retail  businesses  of  the  Port  include  such  operations  as 
restaurants,  galleries,  ship  chandleries,  souvenir  shops  and 
excursion  vessel  operations.   Many  restaurants  coexist  along  the 

(To  Be  Continued) 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt  the  attached  resolution  approving  the 
proposed  policy  for  leasing  of  retail  business  sites. 


EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR'S 
RECOMMENDATION 


COMMISSION  ACTION 
REQUIRED 


Motion 
Resolution 
Ordinance 
Information  Only 


COMM.  ACTION  TAKEN 


Date 


Approved 

Disapproved 


SECRETARY: 


e;:hibit  a 


waterfront  serving  the  public,  tourists  and  workforce  of  the  City. 
They  vary  from  the  quick  and  economical  hamburger  stands  to 
delicatessens  to  lavish  seafood  restaurants.  All  represent  a 
choice  of  lifesyle  to  those  who  frequent  them  and  a  livelihood  to 
those  who  operate  them. 

Such  tenancies  generate  cash  flows  for  the  Port  through  percentage 
rents  which  are  essential  for  balancing  the  operating  budget  and 
funding  capital  improvements  which  support  the  Ports  maritime 
mission.   Such  capital  improvements  include: 

*  cargo  facility  development 

*  modernization  of  the  deteriorating  infrastructure 

*  development  of  public  access  amenities  which  encourage 
the  public  to  visit  and  use  the  waterfront- 
Several  current  tenants  operate  businesses  on  Port  property  under 
a  month  to  month  lease  whose  fixed  term  has  expired.  Others  are  on 
^  month  to  month  holdover  of  a  lease  whose  fixed  term  has  expired. 
Still  others  operate  under  an  existing  fixed  term  lease  scheduled 
to  terminate  in  the  near  future.  Many  of  these  tenants  have 
approached  the  Port  to  negotiate  a  new  fixed  term  lease  which  would 
allow  them  to  finance  capital  improvements  needed  to  expand  or 
improve  their  businesses. 

Lacking  an  adequate  lease  term  inhibits  their  ability  to  develop 
long  term  business  plans  and  to  obtain  financing  which  is  required 
to  implement  such  plans  for  growth  and  remain  competitive.  A 
direct  result  is  a  constriction  of  the  tenant's  ability  to  increase 
their  gross  sales  and  consequently,  the  Port's  revenue  stream 
generated  from  percentage  rents. 

Although  the  Port  would  like  to  work  with  existing  tenants  to 
improve  Port  property  and  business,  this  interest  must  be  balanced 
against  the  Port ' s  affirmative  responsibility  to  afford  an 
opportunity  for  a  waterfront  business  to  all,  through  competitive 
bidding  and  community  outreach.  While  affirmative  action  is  highly 
desirable,  it  must  be  recognized  that  making  available  an  existing 
business  location  through  the  bid  process  has  the  potential  to 
interrupt  an  ongoing  concern  and  threaten  a  small  business  and 
create  vacancy  --  all  of  which  will  interrupt  an  existing  revenue 
stream. 

In  order  to  address  these  issues  in  an  equitable  fashion.  Port 
staff  is  proposing  a  new  policy  to  be  known  as  the  Policy  fox" 
Leasing  of  Retail  Business  Sites.  A  copy  of  this  policy  is 
attached  for  review.  This  policy  offers  the  Port  a  mechanism  for 
balancing  the  potential  and  the  needs  of  existing  tenancies  and  ne^ 
tenancies  while  safeguarding  stability  in  its  revenue  stream.  The 
policy  is  based  on  criteria  upon  which  the  Port  could  determine  in 
what  instances  it  should  negotiate  with  one  party  (a  direct 
negotiation  exception)  rather  than  utilizing  the  bid  process. 
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The  proposed  retai-  .easing  policy  begins  with  ,.  reaffirmation  of 
the  Port's  cottunitment  to  the  general  policy  of  equal  opportunity 
chrough  outreach  and  competitive  bidding.  The  direct  negotiation 
exception  of  the  retail  leasing  policy  would  be  applicable  in 
instances  where  an  existing  tenant  is  committed  to  making  a  large 
capital  investment  in  its  business  and  it  has  approached  the  Port 
to  negotiate  a  long  term  lease.  The  policy  recognizes  that  in 
order  to  gain  financing  for  such  investments,  a  lease  term  of 
sufficient  length  is  required  and  therefore,  the  term  would  be 
justified  by  the  size  of  the  investment.  To  qualify  for  direct 
negotiation,   the  tenant  must  be: 

1.  A  tenant  in  good  standing. 

2.  A   tenant   committed   to   making  a  significant   investment 
supported  by  a  sound  business  plan. 

3.  A  tenancy  in  the  best  economic  interest  of  the  Port. 

4.  A  tenant  with  a  good   record  of  affirmative   action  and 
nondiscrimination  and  committed  to  future  compliance. 

Integral  to  the  definition  of  a  "tenant  in  good  standing"  is 
whether  nor  not  the  tenant  is  in  compliance  with  affirmative  action 
guidelines.  The  tenant  should  have  a  good  record  regarding 
nondiscrimination  and  affirmative  action  in  employment,  purchasing 
and  contracting,  including  as  a  minimum  standard,  compliance  with 
existing  City  and  State  laws  and  policies  regarding  employment.  In 
addition,  the  tenant  must  commit  to  a  future  affirmative  action 
plan  including  goals,  outreach  efforts,  reporting  and  penalties  if 
the  tenant  fails  to  comply  with  the  plan. 

Finally,  several  other  relevant  considerations  should  be  taken 
into  account  such  as  compatibility  with  Port  planning  efforts, 
years  of  service  to  the  community  and  communities  ties. 

If  the  tenant  meets  all  these  criteria,  before  the  staff  may  enter 
into  direct  negotiations  with  the  tenant  the  Commission  must  make 
a  finding  that  the  benefits  of  direct  negotiations  override  the 
benefits  of  competitive  bidding. 

The  Leasing  Policy  for  Retail  Business  Sites  also  provides  a 
mechanism  for  analyzing  those  long  time  tenants  who  wish  a  fixed 
term  lease  but  are  not  prepared  to  commit  to  major  investments  in 
their  business  at  this  time.  Under  the  proposed  policy,  these 
tenants  would  be  permitted  a  one-time  opportunity  to  negotiate  a 
three  year  lease  if  they  met  the  criteria  for  "tenants  in  good 
standing"  and  affirmative  action.  The  criteria  regarding 
significant  new  investment  in  the  property  would  not  be  applied  to 
these  tenants  at  this  time..  This  opportunity  would  be  offered  for 
one.  year  only,  after  which  time  all  the  criteria,  including  the 
investment  criteria,  would  apply.  This  mechanism  is  appropriate  in 
that  it  allows  a  short  term  lease  providing  sufficient  time  for  the 
tenant  to  develop  a  business  plan  and  strategy  for  capital 
investment.  It  also  encourages  all  Port  tenants  to  expand  their 
business  and  improve  Port  property  and  revenues. 
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PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

POLICY  FOR  LEASING  OF  RETAIL  BUSINESS  SITES 

APRIL  1993 

I.  GENERAL  POLICY 

T. t  is  the  general  policy  of  the  Port  to  foster  and  encourage  full 
and  equitable  opportunties  for  leasing  of  retail  sites  to  all 
businesses  that  wish  to  develop  a  waterfront  business  along  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront.  This  is  accomplished  in  accordance  with  the 
City's  and  Port's  policy  to  competitively  bid  retail  sites 
j.jarsuant  to  the  Administrative  Code  Section  23.24.  This  process  is 
based  on  a  good  faith  effort  to  reach  out  to  the  whole  community 
including  disadvantaged  local,  minority  and  women  owned  businesses 
Lhruuyh  the  following  steps; 

A.  Creation  of  clear  bid  specifications. 

B.  Public  Notice  through  Port  action  to  proceed  with  the 
bid. 

C.  Advertising  through  the  purchaser's  newsletter,  minority 
and  womens  newspapers. 

D.  Outreach  to  minority,  women  and  disadvantaged  business 
community  groups. 

E.  Pre-bid  conference. 

F.  Bid  Opening  conference 

G.  Evaluation  of  bids  based  upon  pre-determined  minimum 
qualifications  as  set  forth  in  the  bid  package. 

H.    Approval  by  Commission  of  apparent  successful  bidder. 

II.  DIRECT  NEGOTIATION  EXCEPTION 

An  exception  to  the  general  policy  permits  the  Port  to  negotiate  an 
extension  of  an  existing  tenancy  rather  than  competitively  bid  the 
lease  as  set  forth  in  the  Administrative  Code  when: 

A.  The  existing  tenant  is  in  good  standing. 

B.  The  tenant  is  committed  to  making  significant 
capital  investment  in  its  leasehold  which  will  benefit 
the  Port. 

C.  The  benefits  of  direct  negotiation  outweigh  the 
benefits  of  competitive  bidding. 

III.  APPLICATION  OF  DIRECT  NEGOTIATION  POLICY 

The  direct  negotiation  policy  may  be  applied  when: 

A.  A  tenant  in  good  standing  approachs  the  Port  with 

a  sound  business  plan  requiring  a  capital  investment 
in  its  leasehold. 

B.  The  tenant  has  a  month  to  month  lease  or  a  lease  term 
insufficient  to  support  its  business  plan. 

C.  The  tenant  is  the  best  economic  tenant  available. 
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IV.   IMPLEMENT'^TION 

When  approached  by  a  tenant  with  a  request  for  direct  negotiation, 
vhe  Port  will: 

A.  Determine  if  the  tenant  is  in  good  standing.  A  tenant  in 
good  standing  is  defined  as  a  tenant  who: 

1.  Complies  with  the  use  provisions  and  does  not  allow 
any  unpermitted  uses. 

2.  Maintains  the  leasehold  in  good  and  sanitary 
condition. 

3.  has  a  good  payment  history  and  a  current  account* 

4.  Complies  with  all  insurance  requirements. 

5.  Keeps  accurate  records  and  cooperates  with  the  audit 
process. 

6.  Complies  with  the  regulatory  permit  process - 

7.  Provides  a  dependable  level  of  goods  and  services - 

8.  Utilizes  good  business  practices. 

9.  Meets  other  relevant  factors  specific  to  the 
business. 

10.  Has  provided  a  welcoming  atmosphere  to  customers  of 
diverse  backround  and  ethnicity. 

B.  Evaluate  the  tenant  to  determine  if  it  is  the  best 
economic  tenant  based  on: 

1.  Sales  and  revenues  to  Port. 

2.  Survey  of  rent  comparables. 

3.  Stable  growth  pattern. 

C.  Evaluate  the  business  plan  including  review  of: 

1.  Cost  estimates  of  capital  improvements. 

2.  Revenue  projections. 

3.  Marketing  plan. 

D.  Affirmative  Action 

1.  Review  of  the  tenant ' s  existing  practices  regarding 
nondiscrimination  in  public  accommodation  and 
affirmative  action  in  employment,  purchasing  and 
contracting,  including  as  a  minimum  standard, 
compliance  with  existing  City  and  State  laws  and 
policies  regarding  employment. 

2  Commitment  by  the  tenant  to  an  affirmative  action 
plan  which  will  become  a  material  condition  of  the 
new  lease  and  which  includes  the  following  elements: 

a)  Affirmative  action  goals  in  hiring,  purchasing 
and  contracting  including  capital  improvements; 

b)  Requirement  for  affirmative  action  outreach  by 
tenant; 

c)  Requirement  for  tenant  to  document  its  good 
faith  efforts  to  comply; 

d)  Ability  to  assess  penalties  for  noncompliance. 
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E.  Staff,  which  will  .include  the  EEO  Programs  SpGcialist, 
shall  report  the  results  of  the  evaluation  of  each 
of  the  above  criteria  in  Sections  A-D  to  the  Conimission. 
In  order  for  staff  to  enter  into  direct  negotiation,  the 
Commission  must  make  a  finding  that  the  benefits  of 
direct  negotiation  outweigh  the  benefits  of  competitive 
bidding. 

V.    TRANSITION  PERIOD 

There  will  be  a  one-time  opportunity  for  existing  tenants  to 
convert  a  license  or  a  month  to  month  lease  to  a  short  texin  lease 
without  vT.mediata  capital  investment. 

A.  To  qualify  for  this  opportunity  the  tenant  must*: 

1.  Be  a  tenant  in  good  standing  as  defined  in 
oection  IV  A  hereof. 

2.  Be  in  compliance  with  affirmative  action  criteria  as 
outlined  in  section  IV  D  hereof. 

B.  A  lease  negotiated  pursuant  to  this  Section  V  will  be 
limited  to  a  three  year  term. 

C.  The  tenant  must  enter  into  a  lease  within  one  year  of 
the  adoption  of  this  leasing  policy  by  the  Port. 

*     The  qualifications  for  this  one-time  opportunity 
to  negotiate  a  short  term  lease  do  not  include 
the  requirements  set  forth  in  Section  IVB,  IVC,  or  IVE. 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION  NO.   9  3-52 


WHEREAS,  The  general  policy  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  is 
to  foster  and  encourage  equitable  opportunities  for  leasing  of 
retail  sites  to  disadvantaged  businesses  through  the  competitive 
bid  process  in  cccordance  with  Chapter  12D  of  the  Administrative 
Code  and  this  general  policy  must  be  balanced  with  the  need  to 
negoitate  directly  with  existing  retail  tenancies  in  certain 
instances,  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Port  Commission  has  developed  a  Policy  for  Leasing  of 
Retail  Business  Sites  as  set  forth  in  the  attached  policy 
statement; 

NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  that  the  Commission  hereby  approves 
and  adopts  the  Policy  for  Leasing  of  Retail  Business  Sites. 

I  HEREBY  CERTIFY  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  approved  by  the 
San  Francisco  Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  28,  1993. 


Secretary    ''  / 

Port  Commission 
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EXHIBITS 

PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RETAIL  LEASING  POLICY 

Background 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  ("Port")  is  a  public  enterprise  committed  to  promoting  a  balance  of 
maritime,  recreational,  industnal,  transportation,  public  access  and  commercial  activities  on  a 
self-supporting  basis  throLigh  appropriate  management  and  development  of  the  waterfront  for 
the  benefit  of  the  public. 

General  Policy 

The  Port's  Retail  Leasing  Policy  provides  entrepreneurs  that  wish  to  develop  and  operate  a 
business  along  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  an  opportunity  to  bid  on  retail  lease  opportunities, 
as  described  in  this  policy.   This  policy  also  permits  the  Port  and  its  successful,  existing  retail 
operators  to  enter  into  new  leases  under  specified  conditions.   Retail  opportunities  will  be 
available  only  at  locations  deemed  appropriate  for  retail  activity  in  accordance  with  the  Port's 
Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan,  as  it  may  be  amended  from  time  to  time. 

Businesses  on  Port  property  include  uses  such  as  restaurants,  galleries,  ship  chandleries, 
souvenir  shops,  food  and  beverage  sales,  clothing  and  apparel  shops,  on-going  special  event 
venues  and  visitor-serving  excursion  operators.  The  Port  enjoys  a  diverse  mix  of  retail  uses 
that  serve  the  public  and  are  consistent  with  the  Burton  Act  and  the  public  trust  for  navigation, 
commerce  and  fisheries. 

Lease  revenues  are  essential  for  funding  the  Port's  operating  and  capital  budget,  which  support 
the  Port's  public  trust  maritime  mission.  The  Port's  retail  tenancies  also  provide  business 
opportunities  for  local  merchants  and  employment  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  residents. 

Scope  of  Retail  Leasing  Policy 

This  policy  applies  to  both  maritime  and  non-maritime  retail  tenancies.  This  policy  does  not 
apply  to  retail  tenancies  in  mixed-use  developments  on  Port  properties  that  have  been  master- 
or  ground-leased  by  the  Port  Commission. 

Competitive  Solicitation 

Port  leases  that  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  are  subject 
to  the  competitive  bidding  policy  provided  in  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  2.6-1. 

-  POLICY  RELATIVE  TO  APPROVAL  OF  LEASE  AND  CONCESSION 
AGREEMENTS.  Whenever  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Charter,  any  officer,  board 
or  commission  of  the  City  and  County  submits  a  proposed  lease  or  agreement  for  concession 
privileges  to  be  operated  in  or  upon  any  property  or  facility  of  the  City  and  County  to  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  for  its  approval  or  disapproval,  except  where  the  Board  of  Supervisors  finds  that 
the  bidding  procedures  or  insurance  requirements  are  impractical  or  impossible,  it  shall  be  the 
policy  of  said  board  ( 1 )  to  approve  only  such  proposals  as  have  been  awarded  to  fhe  highest 
responsible  bidder  in  accordance  with  competitive  bidding  procedures,  and  (2)  to  approve  only 
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such  leases  as  require  the  lessee  to  provide  appropriate  insurance  naming  the  City  as  an 
additional  insured  in  a  form  and  amount  approved  by  the  Office  of  Risk  Management. 
When  conducting  a  competitive  solicitation,  Port  staff  will: 

1 .  Describe  a  range  of  desired  uses  and  establish  criteria  for  qualified  responses  to  the 
competitive  solicitation; 

2.  Provide  public  notice  of  the  competitive  solicitation  through  the  Port's  website,  the  City's 
designated  local  newspaper  for  notices,  and  community-based  media; 

3.  Invite  local  business  enterprises  to  participate,  in  coordination  with  the  Human  Rights 
Commission  and  Office  of  Contract  Management; 

4.  Hold  a  pre-submittal  conference; 

5.  Evaluate  responses  and  award  retail  leasing  opportunities  based  on  cnteria  specified  in 
the  solicitation  package;  and 

6.  Present  each  lease  with  a  successful  respondent  to  the  Port  Commission  and  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  (if  required)  for  approval. 

Non-Retail  Tenants  on  Port  Property  Seeking  to  Become  Retail  Tenants 

Occasionally,  existing  Port  non-retail  tenants  express  an  interest  in  opening  retail  businesses 
within  or  adjacent  to  their  premises.  The  Port  usually  enters  into  non-retail  leases  without 
competitive  bidding,  based  on  the  Port  Commission's  approved  parameter  rental  rate  policy  and 
a  finding,  upon  public  hearing  of  the  Port  Commission,  that  bidding  office,  warehouse,  open  land 
or  other  (non-retail)  leases  is  impractical. 

While  the  Port  understands  that  many  of  its  tenants  may  have  the  business  acumen  and 
financial  wherewithal  to  open  retail  businesses,  commencing  such  a  tenancy  without  bidding 
potentially  conflicts  with  City  and  Port  policy.   Port  staff  will  entertain  such  proposals  only  when 
the  proposed  use  is  consistent  with  the  Ports  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  and  the  Port 
Commission  first  approves  a  resolution  authorizing  Port  staff  to  enter  into  a  sole  source 
negotiation  for  a  retail  use. 

Existing  Retail  Tenants  -  Renewal  Prerequisites 

Existing  retail  tenants  often  request  a  lease  renewal  when  a  lease  is  expiring  or  the  tenant 
desires  to  make  capital  improvements  and  amortize  its  investment  over  a  period  longer  than  the 
existing  lease  term.   Port  staff  will  evaluate  renewals  and  extension  requests  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  based  on  proposed  improvements,  capital  costs,  the  Port's  future  plans  for  the  site,  and 
tenant  history.  Tenants  must  be  in  compliance  with  the  Ports  Tenant  in  Good  Standing 
Policy  to  be  eligible  for  consideration  for  a  new  or  extended  lease. 

Changes  in  or  intensification  of  use  must  be  consistent  with  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use 
Plan,  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  requirements 
and  other  regulatory  limitations  applicable  to  the  site,  including  compliance  with  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act.  The  Port,  in  its  sole  discretion,  may  determine  that  proposed 
changes  in  or  alterations  of  use  would  tngger  the  need  for  a  competitive  solicitation. 
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Port  staff  may  negotiate  with  an  existing  retail  tenant  in  good  standing  under  the  following 
circumstances: 

1 .  For  a  short  term  lease  extension,  not  to  exceed  3-5  years,  during  any  period  when  the 
National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  has  determined  that  the  U.S.  economy  is  in  a 
recession  or  other  data  support  a  finding  by  the  Port  Commission  that  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area  is  experiencing  a  commercial  real  estate  downturn.    Under  these  conditions, 
the  renewals  and  extensions  will  adjust  base  and  percentage  rents  to  then-current 
market-rates  as  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission. 

2.  Where  the  tenant  proposes  to  make  capital  improvements,  a  lease  extension  or  renewal 
may  have  a  term  of  the  greater  of  10  years  or  the  time  reguired  to  amortize  planned 
improvements  (using  the  term  of  the  tenant's  financing  or,  if  not  financed,  straight  line 
depreciation  for  qualified  leasehold  improvement  property  (currently  15  years)  if  the 
tenant  meets  the  Port's  criteria  for  a  direct  negotiation  exception  (described  below).  In 
exercising  this  extension  option,  the  Port  Commission  will  make  a  finding  at  a  public 
hearing  that  the  proposed  capital  improvements  to  Port  property  serve  a  public  purpose. 

3.  If  a  tenant  fails  to  meet  the  Port's  criteria  for  a  direct  negotiation  exception,  a  lease 
extension  or  renewal  may  have  a  term  of  up  to  5  years  without  any  additional  extension 
option,  if  the  Port  has  conducted  a  Request  for  Interest  and  received  no  expressions  of 
interest  from  qualified  parties. 

In  exercising  each  of  these  renewal  or  extension  options,  the  Port  Commission  will  make  a 
finding  that  it  is  impractical  to  bid  the  subject  lease,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  S.F. 
Administrative  Code  Section  2.6-1. 

Direct  Negotiation  Exception 

Before  entertaining  a  direct  negotiation  request  for  a  lease  renewal  or  extension.  Port  staff  will: 

1.  Determine  if  the  tenant  is  in  compliance  with  the  Tenant  In  Good  Standing  Policy; 

2.  Evaluate  whether  the  tenant  is  the  most  suitable  eponomic  tenant  based  on  reasonably 
projected  sales  and  revenues  to  the  Port,  using  comparable  retail  rents  on  a  square  foot 
basis;  and 

3.  Request  a  written  business  plan  and  evaluate  the  plan  to  determine  cost  and  value  of 
capital  improvements  to  Port  property,  viability  of  revenue  projections  including  historical 
audited  financial  statements  and/or  the  last  3  years'  tax  returns  and  use  of  property. 

The  Port  will  not  enter  into  direct  negotiations  with  an  existing  tenant  that  has  paid  average  rent 
per  square  foot  to  the  Port  (base  rent  and  percentage  rent)  in  the  three  (3)  year  pehod 
immediately  preceding  the  request  that  is  less  than  the  average  of  rents  per  square  foot  for  like 
retail  tenants  at  similar  locations  on  Port  property  (e.g.,  with  a  tenant  that  generates  below- 
average  rents). 
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Capital  Improvement  Requirements  for  Direct  Negotiations 

The  Tenant  must  make  a  substantial  capital  investment  approved  by  the  Port,  according  to  the 
following  conditions: 

•  Improvements  may  include  substructure  improvements,  improvements  to  the  core  and 
shell  of  the  lease  premises  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  access  to  the  facilities, 
upgrades  to  utilities  serving  the  premises  or  improvements  to  surrounding  Port  property; 

•  The  Tenant  will  quantify  the  cost  of  the  proposed  capital  improvement  as  a  percentage  ' 
of  leasehold  value,  with  actual  expenditures  subject  to  venfication  pursuant  to  lease 
terms; 

•  The  proposed  capital  improvement  must  be  sufficient  to  allow  Port  staff  to  make  a 
finding  that  the  improvement  serves  a  public  purpose;  and 

•  The  Tenant  must  demonstrate  the  financial  capacity  to  pay  for  the  proposed  capital 
improvement  and  demonstrate  that  such  improvement  can  be  depreciated  within  the 
proposed  lease  term. 

The  Tenant  will  not  qualify  for  rent  credits  for  proposed  capital  improvements  that  serve  as  a 
basis  for  direct  negotiations. 

Port  staff  will  evaluate  facility  conditions  and  may  propose  additional  facility  investments  that 
would  justify  a  new  lease  with  the  existing  tenant. 

Lease  Requirements 

1 .  The  Tenant  will  pay  base  and  percentage  rent  that  is  market  rent  for  comparable  uses 
and  locations  on  gross  retail  income,  retail  sales  and  concession  revenues,  including 
subtenant  rents  and  sales. 

2.  The  Port  reserves  the  right  to  approve  all  sub-tenancies,  and  all  sublease  revenues  will 
be  separately  reported  to  the  Port  in  a  customary  and  pre-approved  manner. 

3.  Base  rent  will  be  based  on  available  industry  comparables,  site  history,  best  site  use  and 
percentage  rent  history.   Base  rent  will  be  adjusted  annually  (either  as  a  fixed 
percentage  increase  or  as  a  CPI  percentage  increase)  with  no  provision  for  rent 
reduction  or  rebate. 

4.  The  Tenant  will  disclose  all  gross  revenues  and  related  expenses  and  grant  the  Port  the 
right  to  conduct  periodic  audits  and  obtain  related  financial  reports. 

5.  Depending  on  the  type  of  proposed  capital  improvements,  the  new  term  of  the  lease 
may  include  a  construction  period,  with  a  deadline  to  complete  required  tenant 
improvements, 

6.  The  Tenant  will  provide  a  tenant  guarantee  and  a  contractor's  surety  bond  or  other 
financial  assurance  approved  by  the  Port  in  its  sole  discretion  in  an  amount  approved  by 
the  City's  Risk  Manager.   If  the  Tenant  fails  to  obtain  the  approval,  permits  or  financing 


of  the  proposed  improvements  in  the  agreed  upon  time  frame,  or  fails  to  complete  the 
project  in  any  way,  the  Tenant  may  be  subject  to  liquidated  damages,  lease  default  or 
other  remedies  as  provided  by  the  lease. 

Sale  of  Business/Lease,  Transfer  or  Assignment 

Subject  leases  will  include  provisions  that  are  part  of  the  Port  Commission's  approved 
boilerplate  lease,  as  it  may  be  amended  from  time  to  time,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

1 .  The  Port  shall  participate  in  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  from  the  sale,  transfer, 
assignment,  restructuring,  and  refinancing  of  leaseholds. 

2.  The  proposed  transferee  shall  provide  audited  financial  statements  and  the  Port  shall 
have  the  right  to  request  a  written  business  plan  supported  by  market  analysis. 

3.  The  Port  shall  approve  all  ownership  and  capital  changes  at  its  reasonable  discretion. 
The  proposed  transferee  must  demonstrate  expertise  in  operating  the  business  and 
maintaining  the  asset. 

4.  The  proposed  transferee  or  assignee  shall  jointly  assume  any  structural,  substructure 
repair/maintenance  or  seismic  upgrade  responsibilities  that  are  the  obligation  of  the 
seller,  transferor  or  assignor.   Upon  request  for  the  Port's  consent  to  the  transfer,  sale  or 
assignment  of  its  lease,  the  Tenant  shall  provide  a  written  report  prepared  by  a  Port- 
approved  engineer  detailing  the  current  condition  of  the  physical  assets,  including  any 
deferred  repairs  or  maintenance  along  with  a  remedial  plan  for  repairs  as  a  condition  to 
the  Port's  consent. 

5.  All  maintenance  and/or  construction  work  required  in  the  original  lease  must  be 
completed,  with  all  permits  closed  out,  prior  to  the  request  for  the  Port's  consent,  or  the 
transfer  agreement  will  address  the  obligations  of  the  transferee  to  complete  such  work. 
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CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 

MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 
MARCH  8,2011 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

Commission  President  Kimberly  Brandon  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  2:15 
p.m.  The  following  Commissioners  were  present:  Kimberly  Brandon,  Ann 
Lazarus,  Francis  X.  Crowley  and  Leslie  Katz. 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES    -     February  22,  201 1 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Crowley 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  the  minutes  of 
the  February  22,  201 1  meeting  were  adopted. 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Crowley 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

At  2:16  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  to  executive  session  to  discuss  the 
following: 

(1 )     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  REGARDING  ANTICIPATED 
LITIGATION  MATTER  (Discussion  and  Action) 

a.      Discuss  anticipated  litigation  matter  pursuant  to  California  Government 
Code  Section  54956.9(b)(1)  and  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code 
Section  67.10  (d): 

X      As  Defendant 


Proposed  action:  Approval  of  Port's  termination  for  convenience  of 
Contract  No.  2742,  with  California  Restoration  On-Call  Inc.  dba  Avalon 
Construction  Company  ("Contractor"),  for  the  Pier  26  South  Bulkhead 
Office  HVAC  Improvement  Project,  and  mutual  and  full  settlement  of 
Contractor's  expenses.  Proposed  settlement  includes  Port's  payment  of 
$5,152.32  for  Contractor's  expenses  and  associated  with  Port's 
termination  for  convenience.  Contractor's  full  and  final  release,  and  other 
terms  set  forth  in  the  settlement  agreement  and  release  on  file  with  the 
Port  Commission  Secretary. 
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(2)  CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  AND  REAL  PROPERTY 

NEGOTIATOR.  -  This  is  specifically  authorized  under  California  Government 
Code  Section  54956.8.  This  session  is  closed  to  any  non-Citv/Port 
representative* 

a.      Property:  AB  4052;  4111,  lots  3  and  4;  also  known  as  Pier  70  Waterfront 
Site,  located  near  the  intersection  of  22"^  Street  and  Illinois 
Person  Negotiating:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  and 
Development 

*Negotiating  Parties:  Forest  City  Development  California,  Mission  Bay 
Development  Group,  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners,  and  TMG 
Partners/the  Sobrato  Organization 

5.  RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

At  3:20  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  from  executive  session  and 
reconvened  in  open  session. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  made  a  motion  to  adjourn  executive  session 
and  reconvene  in  open  session;  Commissioner  Crowley  seconded  the 
motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  made  a  motion  not  to  disclose  any 
information  discussed  in  executive  session  except  for  agenda  Item  No. 
4(1) (a).  Commissioner  Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the 
Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

Port  Legal  Counsel  Robert  Bryan  reported  that  the  Port  Commission  approved  the 
Executive  Director's  determination  that  the  termination  for  convenience  of  Contract 
No.  2742  is  in  the  City's  and  Port's  best  interests,  and  Port  the  Commission 
authorized  the  termination  of  the  contract  for  convenience,  and  settlement  of  the 
contractor's  claims  for  the  sum  of  $5,1 52.32 

6.  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  The  Port  Commission  Secretary  announced  the 
following: 

A.  Announcement  of  Prohibition  of  Sound  Producing  Devices  During  the 
Meeting:  The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound- 
producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any 
person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

B.  Announcement  of  Time  Allotment  For  Public  Comments:  A  member  of 
the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to  make  pertinent  public  comments  on 
each  agenda  item  unless  the  Port  Commission  adopts  a  shorter  period  on 
any  item. 
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7.     EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR'S  REPORT: 

Susan  Reynolds,  Deputy  Director  of  Real  Estate,  indicated  tinat  Executive  Director 
Monique  Moyer  is  out  of  the  office  because  of  family  medical  emergency. 

Ms.  Reynolds  welcomed  new  Port  Commissioner  Leslie  Katz  to  the  Port. 
Commissioner  Katz  served  on  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  from  1996- 
2001 .  She  has  an  extensive  experience  in  community  planning  and  government 
volunteering.  She  served  on  the  Board  of  Trustees  for  San  Francisco  City  College. 
She  also  assisted  the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority  in  planning  and 
related  operations  for  the  island.  She  holds  a  JD  from  the  Hastings  College  of  Law, 
University  of  California.  She  currently  serves  as  general  counsel  of  Champion 
Telecom. 

Ms.  Reynolds  also  welcomed  Rip  Malloy,  the  new  property  manager  for  the  Real 
Estate  Division.  He  will  be  managing  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  portfolio. 

Ms.  Reynolds  reported  the  following: 

•  Pier  70  20""  Street  Historic  Buildings  Request  for  Interest  (RFI)  in  Rehabilitation 
Opportunities  -  Released  Februarv  17.  2011 

On  February  17,  2001 ,  the  Port  issued  a  RFI  in  six  buildings  that  generally  line 
20*^  Street  including  the  Union  Ironworks  Machine  Shop  and  Office  Building 
and  the  Bethlehem  Steel  office  building.  The  Port  is  seeking  interested  tenants 
and  developers.  Following  expressions  of  interest,  parties  may  be  invited  to 
submit  proposals.  Responses  are  due  on  June  1 ,  201 1 . 

•  20^^  Anniversary  of  the  Removal  of  the  Embarcadero  Freewav 

February  27,  201 1  marks  the  20^^  anniversary  of  the  removal  of  the 
Embarcadero  freeway.  The  freeway  was  built  in  1958.  In  1986,  San  Francisco 
became  engaged  in  a  debate  over  the  removal  of  the  freeway.  In  1989,  the 
decision  was  made  for  us  when  the  freeway  was  damaged  by  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake. 

•  1 0^^  Anniversary  of  the  Port  offices'  move  from  the  Ferry  Building  to  Pier  1 

This  year  marks  the  10*^  year  the  Port  offices  moved  from  the  Ferry  Building  to 
Pier  1 . 

•  USA  1 7.  Winner  of  the  sa*""  America's  Cup,  at  Pier  80 

On  February  28,  201 1 ,  the  Port's  Pier  80  terminal  welcomed  the  MA/  Star 
Isfjord  carrying  the  trimaran,  USA  17,  the  winner  of  the  2010  America's  Cup. 
Pier  80,  operated  by  Metro  Ports,  will  serve  as  the  logistical  headquarters  for 
Oracle  Racing.  Pier  80  is  the  only  marine  terminal  in  Northern  California  able  to 
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handle  containers,  breakbulk  and  heavy  lift  cargoes  simultaneously.  The  Port 
and  the  City  will  play  host  to  the  34**^  America's  Cup  races  that  are  scheduled  to 
be  held  in  2013.  Preliminary  races  will  be  held  in  2012. 

Grand  Opening  of  Carnelian-Bv-The-Bav  Restaurant 

The  Carnelian-by-the-Bay  restaurant  opened  its  doors  on  March  3,  201 1 . 
Carnelian-by-the-Bay  is  located  behind  the  Ferry  Building.  It's  where  the  former 
World  Trade  Club  was  located.  The  management  team  of  the  restaurant  is 
made  up  of  the  same  management  team  of  the  former  Carnelian  Room  located 
at  the  Bank  of  America  building.  The  restaurant  will  be  open  for  lunch,  dinner, 
happy  hour.  Banquet  rooms  are  currently  available  for  special  events.  They 
feature  American  continental  dishes  and  dim  sum  specialties.  Their  lounge  is 
open  for  drinks  and  hors  d'oeuvres,  7  days  a  week  from  4  p.m.  to  1 1  p.m.  They 
will  expand  their  operation  later  this  month  to  include  breakfast  and  lunch 
hours. 

8^*^  Annual  San  Francisco  Ocean  Film  Festival  -  March  9  to  13.  201 1 

The  San  Francisco  Ocean  Film  Festival  will  commence  on  March  9.  They  will 
be  showing  50  films  in  five  days.  Please  check  their  website  for  more 
information. 

Public  comments  due  on  CEQA  Notice  of  Preparation  of  the  EIR  for  Pier  27 
Cruise  Ship  Terminal/34*^  America's  Cup 

On  February  9,  201 1 ,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  issued  a  Notice 
of  Preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  Pier  27  Cruise 
Ship  Terminal,  the  34*'^  America's  Cup  Races  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza. 
Public  comments  are  due  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  by  March 
1 1 ,  201 1 ,  c/o  Joy.Navarrete@sfgov.org,  575-9040. 

Sunday  Streets  -  March  20,  201 1  Kickoff  along  Embarcadero  from  Fisherman's 
Wharf  to  Mission  Bay 

This  year's  Sunday  Streets  event  calendar  features  monthly  events  from  March 
20  through  October  of  201 1 ,  with  events  occurring  on  the  2nd  Sunday  of  each 
month  starting  in  April.  The  first  event  will  take  place  on  Sunday,  March  20, 
201 1  from  1 1am  to  4pm.  The  event  route  is  along  the  waterfront  starting  in 
Fisherman's  Wharf  on  the  Embarcadero  and  ends  in  the  DogPatch 
Neighborhood  at  the  Terry  Francois  Boulevard  and  Illinois  and  Mariposa 
Streets  intersection.  The  next  Sunday  Streets  waterfront  route  event  is 
scheduled  for  Sunday,  June  12,  201 1  and  it  will  go  from  Mission  Bay  to  the 
Bayview  district. 
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Commissioner  Brandon  welcomed  Commissioner  Katz  and  commented  tiiat  the 
Port  Commission  and  staff  are  happy  to  have  her  on  board  and  look  forward  to 
working  with  her.  Commissioner  Lazarus  seconded  the  motion. 

Commissioner  Katz  thanked  Commissioner  Brandon. 

8.  CONSENT 

A.  Request  approval  of  the  annual  update  to  the  Port's  10-vear  Capital  Plan  for 
Fiscal  Years  2012-21.  (Resolution  No.  11-12) 

B.  Request  approval  of  Consent  to  Sublease  between  Blue  and  Gold  Fleet. 
L.P.  and  CUSA  FL.  LLC  for  a  four  year  term  to  operate  a  ticket  booth 
and  office  space  totalinq  approximately  715  square  feet  located  at  Pier 
41  on  the  Embarcadero  near  the  foot  of  Powell  Street.  (Resolution  No. 
11-13) 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner 
Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 
Resolution  Nos.  11-12  and  11-13  were  adopted. 

9.  REAL  ESTATE 

A.      Request  approval  of  First  Amendment  to  Lease  No.  L-14829  with  Dawson- 
Clinton  General  Contractors  Corporation,  a  California  Corporation,  to  chanqe 
the  commencement  date  and  eliminate  the  bonding/guarantee  requirements 
for  construction  of  the  Initial  Tenant  Improvements  at  Pier  50  Shed  B  Bulkhead. 
(Resolution  No.  11-14) 

Elsa  Lamb,  Commercial  Property  Manager,  requested  Commission's 
approval  of  the  First  Amendment  to  Lease  No.  L-14829  with  Dawson- 
Clinton  General  Contractors.  Dawson-Clinton  General  Contractors 
Corporation  is  currently  a  Port  tenant.  The  tenant  occupies 
approximately  1 ,600  square  feet  of  shed  space  and  approximately  752 
square  feet  of  office  space  at  Pier  50,  Shed  B.  The  Tenant  has  occupied 
this  space  since  February  12,  2010,  after  vacating  its  premises  at  Pier 
54y2,  as  requested  by  the  Port,  to  accommodate  the  Port's  Mission  Bay 
Shoreline  Protection  Project. 

Port  and  Tenant  entered  into  a  second  lease.  Port  Lease  No.  L-14829, 
dated  April  1 ,  2010,  for  additional  premises  located  at  Pier  50,  Shed  B 
Bulkhead,  consisting  of  approximately  3,053  rentable  square  feet  of 
shed  and  office  space. 

The  Lease  requires  Tenant  to  construct  initial  tenant  improvements  of 
approximately  $191 ,000,  for  which  the  Tenant  will  receive  rent  credits 
over  a  60-month  term.  The  initial  tenant  improvements  are  required  to 
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be  guaranteed  by  contractor's  bond  and  a  tenant  guarantee  bond,  each 
in  an  amount  equal  to  150%  of  the  construction  costs  of  the  initial  tenant 
improvements.  The  Lease  also  provides  for  a  90-day  rent-free 
construction  period. 

Since  the  Lease  commencement  on  August  1 ,  2010;  however,  because 
the  Tenant  was  having  trouble  procuring  the  required  bonds/guarantees 
for  the  construction,  the  Tenant  delayed  possession  of  the  Premises 
under  the  Lease  because  the  tenant  is  a  small  business.  As  a  small 
business,  they  did  not  have  the  collateral  to  provide  bonds  worth  three 
times  the  cost  of  the  initial  tenant  improvements  which  would  have  been 
approximately  $600,000.  Were  they  not  the  general  contractors  for  this 
project,  they  would  have  had  to  hire  a  general  contractor  in  which  case 
that  general  contractor  would  have  had  the  requirement,  not  the  tenant. 
The  Port  feels  that  there's  little  risk  in  having  a  tenant  as  a  general 
contractor  to  perform  the  work  as  the  premises  isn't  in  a  shell  condition 
at  this  point  in  time. 

The  Port  and  Tenant  now  desire  to  retroactively  amend  the  Lease  to 
change  the  Commencement  Date  from  August  1 ,  2010  to  March  15, 
201 1 .  Port  and  Tenant  also  desire  to  eliminate  the  bonding/guarantee 
requirements  for  construction  of  the  initial  tenant  improvements  for  the 
following  reasons: 

•  Tenant  shall  act  as  the  contractor  for  purposes  of  constructing  the 
initial  tenant  improvements; 

•  Tenant  shall  at  all  times  during  construction  of  the  initial  tenant 
improvements,  maintain  all  permits,  licenses  and  comply  with  the 
bonding  requirements  of  applicable  state  and  other  laws  governing 
contractors; 

•  Tenant  shall  fulfill  every  obligation  under  the  Lease  that  is  assigned 
to  Tenant's  "contractor"  including  the  requirement  to  maintain 
Builders'  Risk  Insurance  which  also  covers  the  Port;  and 

•  Tenant  shall  provide  Port  with  a  copy  of  each  lien  release  documents 
for  each  subcontractor  that  works  on  the  initial  tenant  improvements. 

In  addition,  the  premises  is  currently  vacant,  shell  with  stubbed  out  utility 
space  requiring  improvements  before  occupancy.  Therefore,  there  is 
little  risk  that  any  actions  by  the  Tenant  could  cause  additional  damage. 
Moreover,  the  Tenant,  a  design-build  contractor,  is  highly  motivated  to 
complete  this  project  in  an  efficient  and  timely  manner  as  it  is  to  become 
the  Tenant's  new  office  space.  The  tenant  is  a  Tenant  in  Good  Standing 
pursuant  to  Port  Commission  policy. 

The  commencement  date  of  the  Lease  Amendment  will  be  determined 
upon  approval  of  the  Lease  Amendment  by  the  Port  Commission  and 
final  execution  by  the  Port,  anticipated  by  March  15,  201 1 .  Port  staff 
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recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  adopt  the  resolution  approving 
the  First  Amendment  to  Lease  No.  L-14829  with  Dawson-Clinton 
General  Contractors  Corporation  at  Pier  50  bulkhead. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner 
Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 
Resolution  No.  11-14  was  adopted. 

B.     Request  approval  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco's  Proposed  2010  Retail 
Leasing  Policy.  (Resolution  No.  11-15) 

Brad  Benson,  Special  Projects  Manager,  indicated  that  last  fall,  Port  staff 
presented  this  to  the  Commission  as  an  informational  item.  This  has  been  an 
area  of  policy  discussions  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  their  budget 
analyst,  Harvey  Rose.  In  the  past.  Port  staff  have  been  approached  by  Port 
retail  tenants  who  are  performing  good  business  along  the  waterfront  and  are 
proposing,  consistent  with  the  current  retail  leasing  policy,  to  make 
improvements  to  Port  property.  When  those  leases  require  Board  of 
Supervisors  approval,  i.e.  the  lease  term  is  more  than  ten  years  or  generates 
revenues  of  more  than  $1  million,  the  response  of  the  budget  analyst  has 
been,  "Why  did  you  not  competitively  bid  this  lease  opportunity?" 

New  retail  opportunities  are  not  widely  available  on  the  waterfront.  There  are 
plenty  of  retail  operators  in  the  city  who  would  like  an  opportunity  to  do 
business  along  the  waterfront.  We  certainly  want  to  keep  our  good  tenants 
but  a  policy  that  affords  direct  negotiations  with  those  tenants  should  balance 
the  need  for  new  market  entrance  to  be  able  to  do  business  along  the 
waterfront.  We  looked  at  the  old  policy  and  he  credited  Real  Estate  and  Legal 
staffs  -  Mark  Lozovoy,  Jeff  Bauer,  Rona  Sandler  -  for  weighing  in  on  the 
Budget  Analyst's  issues. 

The  existing  policy  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission  in  1993.  It 
established  a  requirement  to  competitively  bid  a  new  retail  lease  opportunities 
but  it  has  a  direct  negotiation  exception.  Port  staff  has  taken  advantage  of 
that  direct  negotiation  exception  in  multiple  occasions.  Following  the  current 
policy,  Port  staff  have  done  an  excellent  job  negotiating  substantial  capital 
improvements  to  locations  such  as  D&G  at  Pier  47  and  the  Java  House  and 
managed  to  increase  the  base  rent  for  those  lease  amendments  substantially. 
With  our  retail  leases,  we  typically  have  a  rent  structure  that  is  a  base  rent 
plus  a  percentage  rent.  We  have  a  lot  of  percentage  rent  history  for  these 
sites  and  we'll  use  the  history  of  rent  at  that  site  plus  any  expected  new 
revenues  as  a  base  line  for  those  base  rent  negotiations. 

The  proposed  policy  tries  to  align  Port  policy  with  the  Administrative  Code. 
The  City  Attorney's  office  advised  Port  staff  that  Administrative  Code  Section 
2.6-1  applies  to  Port  property,  which  generally  requires  an  award  of  the 
subject  lease  through  competitive  bidding,  except  where  the  Board  of 
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Supervisors  finds  that  tine  bidding  procedures  or  insurance  requirements  are 
impractical  or  impossible.  In  this  policy,  staff  is  recommending  that  we  rely  on 
the  word  impractical  and  that  if  we  have  a  tenant  who  is  performing  well  and 
is  proposing  to  make  major  improvements  to  Port  property,  it's  impractical  to 
bid  and  it's  unlikely  we  would  get  a  better  result  for  the  Port  through  a  bid 
process. 

For  new  retail  leasing  opportunities,  the  Port  would  form  a  formal  competitive 
bidding  process  through  Request  for  Proposals  or  Qualifications.  If  we  sought 
to  take  advantage  of  the  direct  negotiation  exception.  Port  staff  would  come 
first  to  the  Port  Commission  to  get  authorization  to  enter  into  direct 
negotiations.  We  would  not  do  that  until  we  had  determined  that  the  existing 
tenant  was  a  tenant  in  good  standing,  was  the  most  suitable  economic  tenant 
for  the  site,  and  we  had  reviewed  a  business  plan  and  audited  financial 
statements  for  that  tenant.  All  of  that  due  diligence  work  would  come  first. 

We  would  evaluate  the  tenant's  proposal  on  a  case-by-case  basis  based  on 
proposed  improvements  and  capital  costs.  We  are  not  talking  about  any  sorts 
of  investments  by  the  tenants.  Generally  speaking,  tenant  improvements  to  • 
the  interior  of  their  space  would  not  be  allowable  improvements.  Instead  we 
would  be  looking  at  substructure  improvements,  improvements  to  the  core 
and  shell  facility,  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  improvements  would  typically 
be  thggered  in  a  new  lease,  upgrades  to  utilities  and  the  like  or  improvements 
to  surrounding  areas  on  Port  property.  For  instance,  BCDC  could  impose  a 
new  public  access  requirement  that  would  be  a  basis  for  some  of  those 
capital  improvements.  We  would  ask  the  tenant  to  quantify  the  cost  of  the 
proposed  capital  improvement  as  a  percentage  of  leasehold  value.  The 
proposed  capital  improvement  must  be  sufficient  to  allow  Port  staff  to  make  a 
ifinding  that  the  improvement  serves  a  public  purpose  and  the  tenant  must 
demonstrate  the  financial  capacity  to  pay  for  the  proposed  capital 
improvements. 

The  proposed  policy  also  speaks  more  broadly  to  issues  about  where  retail  is 
appropriate  on  Port  property.  We  would  be  looking  to  adopted  plans  such  as 
the  BCDC  Plan  and  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  plan  to  make  sure  that  the  retail 
use  makes  sense  at  that  location.  We  would  recommend  considering 
renewals  under  the  following  circumstances.  We've  had  a  bad  commercial 
real  estate  downturn.  We  suggest  that  for  a  period  of  an  additional  3-5  years 
when  we're  in  that  kind  of  economic  downturn,  it  makes  better  sense  to  keep 
the  tenants  we  have  who  are  doing  good  business  rather  than  proposed 
letting  them  go.  That  would  be  an  extraordinary  circumstance  where  we 
would  forego  competitive  bidding. 

For  a  term  of  ten  years  or  greater  where  the  tenant  proposes  a  capital 
improvement,  they  are  in  good  standing,  they  provide  a  good  business  plan, 
and  they  have  a  revenue  history  over  the  past  three  years  that  exceeds  the 
average  for  like  tenants.  This  is  one  way  in  which  this  proposed  policy  differs 
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from  the  existing  retail  leasing  policies  that  we  are  actually  including  a 
performance  standard  for  the  amount  of  rent  that  the  Port  receives.  For  a 
term  of  up  to  five  years  where  we've  issued  RFI  for  the  site  and  received  no 
expressions  of  interest,  two  findings  will  be  recommended  to  the  Port 
Commission  and  subsequently  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that  the  proposed 
improvements  serve  a  public  purpose  and  it's  impractical  to  bid  the  lease.  The 
leases  will  be  all  subject  to  standard  Port  Commission  approved  requirements 
including  the  boilerplate  lease. 

At  the  Port  Commission's  request,  staff  went  to  the  Fisherman's  Wharf 
Advisory  Group  and  presented  the  proposed  policy  to  that  group.  We 
received  no  substantive  input  to  the  policy.  We  have  most  of  our  retail  tenants 
at  Fisherman's  Wharf  who  would  be  affected  by  this  policy.  If  the  Port 
Commission  decides  to  adopt  the  policy.  Port  staff  proposes  to  bring  it  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  and  seek  a  hearing  at  the  budget  &  finance  committee 
where  the  budget  analyst  could  review  the  policy.  Our  goal  would  be  to  have 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  either  by  resolution  or  by  direction  to  the  Budget 
Analyst,  suggest  that  this  policy  conforms  to  the  Administrative  Code  so  that 
our  budget  analyst  reviews  of  our  lease  extensions  have  an  easier  path 
through  the  Board. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  indicated  that  the  agenda  refers  to  the  2010  Proposed 
Retail  Leasing  Policy  but  the  resolution  refers  to  the  current  year.  Mr.  Benson 
replied  that  was  a  typographical  error  and  the  Commission  should  be 
approving  the  2011  Proposed  Retail  Leasing  Policy. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner 
Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 
Resolution  No.  11-15  was  adopted. 

10.  NEW  BUSINESS 

11.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

12.  ADJOURNMENT 

Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  to  offer  the  Commission's  best  wishes  to 
Director  Moyer  and  her  family  for  a  speedy  recovery. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval  to  adjourn  the  meeting; 
Commissioner  Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were 
in  favor. 

Commission  President  Brandon  adjourned  the  meeting  at  3:50  p.m. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 

Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 

Francis  X.  Crowley,  Commissioner 

Leslie  Katz,  Commissioner 

Monique  Meyer,  Executive  Director  Amy  Quesada,  Commission  Secretary 

Phone:  415-274-0400;  Fax:  415-274-0412    Phone:  415-274-0406;  Fax:  415-274-0412 

AGENDA 

TUESDAY,  MARCH  22,  2011 

2:30  P.M.  CLOSED  SESSION 

3:15  P.M.  OPEN  SESSION 

PORT  COMMISSION  HEARING  ROOM,  SECOND  FLOOR 

FERRY  BUILDING,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  941 1 1 

PLEASE  NOTE  THE  TIME  OF  THE  MEETING 


The  Port  Commission  Agenda  as  well  as  Staff  Reports/Explanatory  Documents 
available  to  the  public  and  provided  to  the  Commission  are  posted  on  the  Port's 
Website  at  www.sfport.com.  The  agenda  packet  is  also  available  at  the  Pier  1 
Reception  Desk. 

If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the 
Port  Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Port  Commission  Secretary's  office  located 
at  Pier  1  during  normal  office  hours. 


1.  CALL  TO  ORDER /ROLL  CALL 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES    -     March  8,  2011 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 


05-18-1 1P02;e6    RCVD 

GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DERI 

MAR  1  8  Z011 


SAN  FRANCISCO 

A.     Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session.  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

(1 )     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  AND  REAL  PROPERTY 
NEGOTIATOR.  -This  is  specifically  authorized  under  California 
Government  Code  Section  54956.8.  This  session  is  closed  to  any 
non-Citv/Port  representative.* 
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a.    Property:  AB  4052;  4111,  lots  3  and  4;  also  known  as  Pier  70 
Waterfront  Site,  located  near  the  intersection  of  22'"^  Street  and 
Illinois 

Person  Negotiating:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  and 
Development 

*Negotiating  Parties:  Forest  City  Development  California,  Mission 
Bay  Development  Group,  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners,  and 
TMG  Partners/ the  Sobrato  Organization 

Under  Negotiations: Price Terms  of  Payment  X  Both 

The  non-Port  parties  identified  responded  to  a  Request  for 
Qualifications  authorized  by  the  Port  Commission  on  May  1 1 ,  2010. 
In  this  executive  session,  Port  staff  intends  to  seek  direction  from  the 
Port  Commission  on  matters  that  may  affect  the  competitive  process 
now  underway. 

5.  RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

A.  Possible  report  on  actions  taken  in  closed  session  pursuant  to 
Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code  Section  67.12. 

B.  Vote  in  open  session  on  whether  to  disclose  any  or  all  executive  session 
discussions  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.12. 

6.  ANNOUNCEMENTS 

A.  Announcement  of  Prohibition  of  Sound  Producing  Devices  During  the 
Meeting 

Please  be  advised  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting. 
Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting 
room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

B.  Announcement  of  Time  Allotment  For  Public  Comments 

Please  be  advised  that  a  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  on  each  agenda  item  unless  the  Port 
Commission  adopts  a  shorter  period  on  any  item. 

7.  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR'S  REPORT 
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8.  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

A.      Informational  presentation  on  Schematic  Design  for  the  James  R.  Herman 
Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  at  Pier  27. 

9.  NEW  BUSINESS 

10.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

Public  comment  is  permitted  on  any  matter  within  Port  jurisdiction  and  is  not  limited 
to  agenda  items.  Public  comment  on  non-agenda  items  may  be  raised  during  New 
Business;  Public  Comment.  A  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  before  action  is  taken  on  any  agenda  item  and 
during  the  new  business/public  comment  period.  It  is  strongly  recommended  that 
public  comments  be  submitted  in  writing  so  they  can  be  distributed  to  the 
Commissioners  for  their  review.  Please  fill  out  a  speaker  card  and  hand  it  to  the 
Commission  Secretary.  If  you  have  any  question  regarding  the  agenda,  please 
contact  the  Commission  Secretary  at  274-0406. 

11.  ADJOURNMENT 
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FORWARD  CALENDAR  (Targeted  Commission  Meeting,  Subject  to  Change) 

Presentation  on  selection  and  award  of  Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  Developer  (April  12, 

2011) 

Informational  hearing  on  City  implementation  of  the  Local  Hire  Program  (April  12, 

2011) 

Informational  update  on  the  Seawall  Lot  337  development  project  (April  12,  201 1) 

Informational  presentation  on  the  Port's  Maritime  Preservation  Policy  (April  12,  2011) 

Request  authorization  to  enter  into  a  First  Amended  Memorandum  of  Understanding 

with  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  for  Project  Management 

Services  for  Design  Development  for  the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  at  Pier 

27  (April  12,  2011) 

Request  authorization  to  amend  contract  with  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.,  a  Langan 

Company,  for  environmental  consulting  services  at  Pier  70  (April  12,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2732,  Mission  Bay 

Shoreline  Protection  for  Bayfront  Park  Project  (April  12,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Contract  No.  2741,  Marine  Structural  Projects  III,  to 

West  Bay  Builders,  Inc.,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $2,963,420  and  authorization 

for  a  10%  contingency  fund  of  $296,342  (April  12,  2011) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2727,  Pier  43  Bay  Trail 

Link  Project  (April  12,  2011) 

Request  authorization  to  amend  the  GenA/ick/SDE  JV  professional  services 

agreement  for  the  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link  Project  (April  12,  201 1) 

Informational  presentation  of  the  Street  Pole  Banner  Criteria,  which  would  govern 

the  design,  placement,  and  fees  for  the  placement  of  street  pole  banners  within  the 

jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  (April  26,  201 1) 

Request  for  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  for  Contract  No.  2744, 

Roundhouse  2  Heating,  Ventilation  and  Air  Conditioning  (HVAC)  Systems  Retrofit 

Project  (April  26,  2011) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  and  accept  competitive  bids  for  the  Joint 

Operations  and  Security  Building  Project,  Contract  No.  2745  (April  26,  201 1) 

Request  for  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2746,  Five  Year 

Maintenance  Dredging  Project  (April  26,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  construction  of 

Heron's  Head  Park  Improvement  Project,  Construction  Contract  No.  2749  (April  26, 

2011) 

Request  approval  of  Lease  L-14495  with  Hornblower  Yachts,  Inc.,  a  California 

Corporation,  for  a  Term  of  Five  Years  with  One  Five-Year  Renewal  Option,  for 

premises  located  at  Pier  9  consisting  of  approximately  1 ,198  square  feet  of 

unimproved  pier  shed,  7,243  square  feet  of  apron  space  and  24,470  square  feet  of 

submerged  land  (April  26,  2011) 

•  Request  approval  of  a  ten-year  lease  (L-1 4956)  with  Paul  Johnson,  an 
individual,  dba  Monterey  Fish,  of  approximately  10,210  square  feet  of  shed 
space  for  fish  processing  and  wholesale  at  Pier  33  (April  26,  201 1 ) 

•  Request  approval  to  accept  and  expend  2007,  2008  and  2009  Supplemental  Federal 
Port  Security  Grant  Program  Funds  (April  26,  201 1) 
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Request  approval  to  designate  an  Authorized  Agent  to  apply  for  and  accept  funds 
from  the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Disaster  Relief  and  Emergency  Assistance  Act  of  1988 
and  under  the  California  Disaster  Assistance  Act  (April  26,  2011) 
Request  approval  of  the  Port's  Interim  Leasing  Policy  for  Historic  Structures  (Date  to 
be  determined  ) 


COMMUNICATIONS  TO  THE  PORT  COMMISSION  FROM  MARCH  4.  2011  TO 
MARCH  17,2011 

•  From  Dennis  MacKenzie,  regarding  Education  Reform  proposals 

•  From  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  copy  of  the  THD's  publication  entitled  "The 
Semaphore" 

•  From  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition,  invitation  to  the  April  7,  201 1  Bike  to  School 
Day  and  May  1 2  Bike  to  Work  Day 
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DATE 

TIME 

April  12 

2:00  p.m. 

3:15  p.m. 

April  26 

2:00  p.m. 

3:15  p.m. 

NOTES: 

APRIL  2011 
CALENDAR  OF  UPCOMING  PORT  MEETINGS  -  OPEN  TO  THE  PUBLIC 

GROUP  LOCATION 

Closed  Session,  Port  Commission  Port  Commission  Room 

Open  Session  i^  Ferry  Building 

Closed  Session,  Port  Commission  Port  Commission  Room 

Open  Session  iS  Ferry  Building 

The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  meets  regularly  on  the  second  and  fourth  Tuesday  of  the  month  at 
3:15  p.m.,  unless  otherwise  noticed.  The  Commission  Agenda  and  staff  reports  are  posted  on  the  Port's 
Website  ^'P  www.sfport.com.  Contact  Amy  Quesada  at  274-0406.  The  Port  Commission  meetings  can  be 
viewed  online  at  http:,,saiifrancisco.qranicus.com,ViewPublisher.php?view_id=92.  The  Port  Commission 
meetings  are  also  broadcasted  on  the  2nd  &  4th  Thursday  of  the  month  at  9  p.m.  on  Comcast  Cable 
Channel  26  or  Astound  Cable  Channel  78  (formerly  RCN  Cable). 

The  Fisherman's  Wharf  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (FWWAG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis,  on 
the  third  Tuesday  of  the  month.  The  regular  meeting  time  and  place  is  9:00  a.m.  at  Scoma's  Restaurant, 
Pier  47  at  Fisherman's  Wharf.  Contact  Michael  Nerney  @  274-0416  or  michael.nerney@sfport.com 

Starting  January  21 ,  2010,  the  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory  Committee  (MCAC)  will  meet  every  other 
month,  on  the  third  Thursday  of  the  month,  from  1 1 :30  a.m.  to  1 :00  p.m.  @  Pier  1 ,  Contact  Jim  Maloney 
@  274-0519  orjim.maloney@sfport.com 

The  Mission  Bay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  on  the  2nd  Thursday  of  the  month  at  5:00  p.m.  at 
1700  Owens  Street,  2nd  Floor.  Parking  validation  is  available.  Contact  Catherine  Reilly,  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  at  catherine.reilly@sfgov.org. 

The  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (NEWAG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis  on  the  first 
Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5:00  p.m.  to  7:00  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  @  Pier  1 .  Contact 
Jonathan  Stern  @  274-0545  or  jonathan.stern@sfport.com 

The  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (CWAG)  meets  monthly  on  an  as-needed  basis,  generally  on  the 
third  Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5  to  7  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  at  Pier  1 .  Contact  Mark 
Paez  @  705-8674  or  mark.paez@sfport.com 

The  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  on  a  quarterly  basis  (the  FOURTH 
MONDAY  OF  JANUARY  AND  THIRD  MONDAYS  IN  APRIL,  JULY,  and  OCTOBER),  starting  at  5:00  p.m. 
at  the  South  Beach  Yacht  Club  (Pier  40  on  The  Embarcadero).  Contact  Catherine  Reilly,  Assistant 
Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency,  @  749-2516  or  Catherine. Reilly. REDEV  SFGOV^g'Si-GGV 

The  Southern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (SWAG)  meets  every  last  Wednesday  of  the  month  from 
6:15  to  8:15  p.m.  Location  to  be  determined.  Contact  David  Beaupre  @  274-0539  or 
david.beaupre@sfport.com 

The  Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee  (WDAC)  meets  jointly  with  the  Design  Review  Board  of  the 
Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  on  the  first  Monday  of  the  month  at  BCDC,  50 
California  Street.  Rm.  2600,  at  6:30  p.m.  The  Committee  meets  as  needed  on  the  fourth  Monday  of  the 
month  at  6:30  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conf.  Rm.  @  Pier  1 .  Contact  Dan  Hodapp  @  274-0625  or 
Jan.hcdapp@sfport.com 
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FERRY  BUILDING: 

The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  located  on  the  second  floor  of  the  Ferry 
Building.  The  main  public  entrance  is  from  the  west  (Embarcadero)  side  and  is  served 
by  a  bank  of  elevators  adjacent  to  the  historic  staircase.  Accessible  public  restrooms 
are  on  the  first  floor  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  building  as  well  as  on  the  second  floor 
across  the  lobby  from  the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room.  The  main  path  of  travel  to 
the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking 
Signs).  The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  Accessible 
seating  for  persons  with  disabilities  (including  those  using  wheelchairs)  is  available.  The 
closest  accessible  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  station  is  Embarcadero  located  at  Market  & 
Spear  Streets.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  the  Ferry  Building  area  are  the  F-Line,  9, 
31 ,  32  and  71 .  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  call  (415)  923- 
6142.  The  nearest  accessible  parking  is  provided  in  the  following  off-street  pay  lots: 

A)  3  spaces  in  the  surface  lot  on  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  at  Washington  St. 

B)  Hourly  and  valet  parking  in  the  Pier  3  lot.  This  lot  is  accessed  through  the  Pier  3 
bulkhead  building  entrance  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero.  This  lot  is  located 
on  the  pier  deck;  adjacent  to  the  ferry  boat  Santa  Rosa. 

Additional  covered  accessible  off-street  pay  parking  is  available  in  the  Golden  Gateway 
Garage,  which  is  bounded  by  Washington,  Clay,  Drumm  and  Battery  Streets.  Entrance 
is  on  Clay  St.  between  Battery  and  Front  Streets.  There  is  no  high-top  van  parking. 
Metered  street  parking  is  available  on  the  Embarcadero,  Washington,  Folsom  &  Drumm 
Streets. 
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The  Port's  fully  accessible  offices  are  in  the  west  end  of  Pier  1 .  There  are  two  public 
entrances;  the  main  entrance  on  the  west  (Embarcadero),  and  the  Port  History  walk 
entrance  on  the  south  apron.  Each  of  these  entrances  is  provided  with  an  automatically 
operated  door.  Both  entrances  lead  to  the  Bayside  conference  rooms.  Accessible 
public  restrooms,  drinking  fountains,  payphone  and  TTY  are  on  the  first  floor  near  the 
main  entrance.  The  public  spaces  of  the  Port's  offices  are  equipped  with  remote  infrared 
signage  (Talking  Signs)  identifying  all  primary  entrances,  paths  of  travel,  meeting  rooms 
and  amenities.  Accessible  seating  areas  and  assistive  listening  devices  will  be  available 
in  the  Bayside  Conference  rooms. 

Accessible  meeting  information  policy: 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies, 
environmental  illness,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at 
public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical 
based  products.  Please  help  the  City  to  accommodate  these  individuals. 

A  sign  language  interpreter  and  alternative  format  copies  of  meeting  agendas  and  other 
materials  can  be  provided  upon  request  made  at  least  72  hours  in  advance  of  any 
scheduled  meeting.  Contact  Wendy  Proctor,  Port's  ADA  Coordinator,  at  274-0592.  the 
Port's  TTY  number  is  (41 5)  274-0587. 
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Know  Your  Rights  Under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance: 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to 
conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are 
conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 
For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Chapter  67  of  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact 
Frank  Darby  by  mail:  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
Room  244,  San  Francisco  CA  94102-4689;  by  phone  at  (415)  554-7724;  by  fax  at  (415) 
554-7854  or  by  email  at  sotf(a)sfqov.orq.  Citizens  interested  in  obtaining  a  free  copy  of 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  request  a  copy  from  Mr.  Darby  or  by  printing  Chapter  67  of 
the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  on  the  Internet,  at 
http:/7www.sfgov.org/Sunshine. 

NOTICES 

Prohibition  of  Ringing  of  Sound  Producing  Devices: 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic 
devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the 
removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a 
cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Reguirements: 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or 
administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  (SF 
Campaign  &  Government  Conduct  Code  Sections  §2.100  -  2.160)  to  register  and  report 
lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact 
the  San  Francisco  Ethics  Commission  at  30  Van  Ness,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102,  phone  (415)  581-2300  or  fax  (415)  581-2317;  web  site:  www.sfqov.orq/ethics. 
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MEMORANDUM 

March  17,  2011 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 

FROM:  Monique  Moyer       A'f /t'/ ^/J Ay 

Executive  Director     ^^ /'' y 

SUBJECT:    Informational  presentation  on  Schematic  Design  for  the  James  R.  Herman 
Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  at  Pier  27 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:    Informational  Only  -  No  Action  Required 


INTRODUCTION 

In  September  2007,  the  Port  Commission  accepted  the  Cruise  Terminal  Advisory 
Panel's  recommendations  which  included  transforming  the  existing  Pier  27  shed  into  a 
year-round  cruise  terminal  that  will  meet  the  evolved  security  and  passenger  needs  of 
the  cruise  industry  and  allow  meeting  and  special  event  uses  when  not  occupied  for 
cruise  purposes.  The  Port's  goal  is  to  develop  a  cruise  terminal  that  reflects  the  values 
of  San  Francisco  residents,  meets  international  cruise  terminal  standards,  and  complies 
with  community  and  regulatory  requirements.  In  conjunction  with  a  cruise  terminal,  the 
Port  proposes  to  develop  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  as  a  new,  major  public  plaza  that 
will  attract  City  residents  and  visitors  to  enjoy  San  Francisco  Bay. 

In  November  2009,  Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  09-70  authorized  Port  staff  to 
execute  a  design  contract  with  the  recommended  joint  venture  team  of  KMD  Architects 
and  Pfau  Long  Architecture  in  association  with  cruise  terminal  design  consultant, 
Bermello  Ajamil  &  Partners  ("Design  Team")  for  Architectural  and  Engineering  Services 
for  the  proposed  Pier  27  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Ship  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf 
Plaza  Project  ("Project").  The  Port,  DPW,  and  the  Design  Team  initiated  a  design 
process  in  January  2010.  This  began  with  a  series  of  internal  design  sessions  that  led 
to  completion  of  a  Facility  Program  Statement  and  later  with  cruise  terminal  concept 
alternatives. 
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In  December  2010,  Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  10-80  authorized  Port  staff  and  its 
Design  Team  to  initiate  and  develop  further  the  schematic  design  on  Scheme  B2,  the 
option  for  a  new,  approximately  96,000  square  foot  terminal  that  would  be  consistent 
with  the  Cruise  Terminal  Advisory  Panel  recommendations. 

PROJECT  PHASES 

Concurrent  with  Resolution  No.  10-80,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  City's  bid 
to  host  the  34'^  America's  Cup  ("AC34")  in  San  Francisco-the  Host  and  Venue 
Agreement  ("HVA"),  which  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority,  LLC  ("Event  Authority") 
accepted  with  modifications  on  December  31 ,  2010.  The  HVA  contemplates  CEQA 
review  of  the  AC34  Project  and  subsequent  consideration  of  the  AC34  event  and 
facilities  by  the  City.  Under  the  HVA,  the  City  proposes  to  construct  the  cruise  terminal 
improvements  in  two  phases  to  allow  the  use  of  Pier  27  for  AC34  team  berthing  in  2012- 
2013,  as  explained  in  more  detail  below.  This  proposed  phasing  would  require  an 
accelerated  schedule  for  the  first  phase  of  the  Cruise  Terminal  Project. 

Under  the  HVA,  the  City  is  responsible  for  environmental  review  of  AC34.  Accordingly, 
the  Planning  Department  has  prepared  a  "project  description"  for  AC34  to  address  the 
environmental  effects  of  AC34  that  assumes  the  Port's  proposed  phasing  of  the  Cruise 
Terminal  Project.  AC34-related  activities  are  subject  to  completion  of  environmental 
review  under  CEQA,  certification  of  a  Final  EIR,  and  approval  of  the  AC34  project. 

Subject  to  completion  and  certification  of  a  Final  EIR  for  the  Cruise  Terminal  Project  by 
the  City  and  approval  of  the  Project  by  the  end  of  201 1 ,  Phase  1  would  consist  of 
demolition  of  Pier  27,  partial  demolition  of  Pier  29,  and  preparation  of  the  Pier  27  site  to 
allow  the  Event  Authority  to  install  temporary  improvements  for  the  duration  of  the 
racing  events.  The  Port  would  also  develop  the  terminal  building  for  temporary  use  for 
AC34in2013. 

The  Port  would  then  begin  Phase  2  to  build-out  the  remaining  portions  of  the  cruise 
terminal  building  (e.g.,  the  Customs  and  Border  Patrol  and  security  rooms),  install 
maritime  equipment  such  as  the  mobile  gangway  system  as  well  as  fenders  and 
bollards,  complete  the  battery  charging  station  and  operations  area  within  Pier  29,  and 
complete  improvements  to  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  and  the  Ground  Transportation 
Area.  Port  staff  hopes  to  complete  the  remaining  tasks  when  the  site  is  returned  to  the 
Port  in  2014,  subject  to  having  secured  the  remaining  capital  funds  to  complete  the 
Project. 

SCHEMATIC  DESIGN  COMPONENTS 

As  shown  on  the  accompanying  attachments,  the  Design  Team  has  submitted  its 
schematic  design  for  the  Project.  In  the  schematic  design  phase,  the  Design  Team 
develops  architectural  concept  drawings,  such  as  floor  plans,  exterior  elevations, 
building  sections,  and  specifications,  all  of  which  illustrate  the  scale  and  relationships  of 
the  Project's  design  components. 
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Primary  among  the  project  goals  is  the  creation  of  a  year  round  cruise  terminal  that 
would  meet  international  cruise  terminal  performance  standards  and  offer  the  potential 
for  special  event  uses  when  not  occupied  for  cruise  uses.  The  Project  also  includes  the 
creation  of  a  new  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  with  open  space  and  amenities  that  would 
enrich  the  experience  of  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  for  both  neighbors  and  visitors. 

Following  the  Port  Commission's  selection  of  the  conceptual  plan  for  Scheme  B2  last 
December,  the  Design  Team  has  produced  a  plan  for  the  cruise  terminal  to  adequately 
handle  passenger  vessels  carrying  a  base  design  load  of  2,600  passengers  with 
operational  capacity  with  a  peak  load  of  as  many  as  4,000  passengers. 

The  design  under  Scheme  B2  would  provide  a  two  story  facility  with  passenger  entry 
into  the  lobby  in  the  southeast  corner  and  would  direct  passengers  up  through  security 
screening  and  to  a  check-in  area  on  the  second  floor.  There  would  be  an  ample  seating 
area  on  this  floor  for  passengers  waiting  to  board  the  cruise  ship.  They  would  enter  the 
cruise  ship  via  a  mobile  gangway  system. 

When  passengers  disembark  from  a  voyage,  they  would  enter  the  terminal  on  the 
second  floor  via  the  mobile  gangway  system  into  the  Customs  and  Border  Patrol 
processing  area.  When  cleared,  passengers  would  descend  down  to  the  baggage  area 
for  baggage  pick-up  and  departure. 

As  noted,  the  design  of  this  terminal  building  would  accommodate  special  events, 
including  use  as  the  America's  Cup  Village  during  2013.  The  terminal  design  would  take 
advantage  of  the  waiting  area  and  the  baggage  area,  with  views  of  the  Bay,  as  the 
primary  zones  for  special  events.  The  design  of  the  facility  will  accommodate  a  wide 
variety  of  event  types  including: 

Receptions  and  banquets  associated  with  convention  groups 

Non-profit  group  fund-raisers 

Corporate  events 

Private  parties,  such  as  weddings 

Consumer  shows 

Community  festivals  and  cultural  events  (possibly  in  conjunction  with  the  Tall 

Ships  Festival,  the  International  Arts  Festival  and  Fleet  Week) 

The  use  of  this  space,  when  not  occupied  for  cruise  or  AC34  purposes,  would  allow  the 
terminal  to  be  used  for  community-wide  purposes  and  would  allow  for  the  generation  of 
revenue  to  help  pay  for  and  operate  the  cruise  terminal  facility. 

The  schematic  design  submittal  departs  slightly  from  the  conceptual  plans  presented  at 
the  Port  Commission  last  December.  At  that  point,  it  was  assumed  that  there  would  be  a 
retained  portion  of  Pier  27  that  would  serve  as  a  provisioning  area  and  include  space  for 
forklift  battery  charging  stations  and  facility  operations.  The  design  now  places  these    • 
uses  in  the  retained  portion  of  Pier  29. 

The  revised  design  also  includes  relocation  of  the  shoreside  power  transformer  from  the 
end  of  Pier  29  to  a  new  location  along  the  western  portion  of  the  new  building  within  a 
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secured  utility  yard.  There  are  likely  to  be  further  design  revisions  as  the  Project  is 
developed  and  in  response  to  environmental  review. 

Because  of  the  accelerated  Phase  1  schedule  to  develop  the  terminal  building,  the 
Design  Team  has  focused  its  attention  on  the  functional  use  as  well  as  the  massing  and 
shape  of  this  structure.  There  is  a  longer  lead  time  to  further  develop  the  Phase  2 
components,  such  as  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza,  the  Ground  Transportation  Area,  and 
the  currently  unfunded  portion  improvements  to  the  tip  of  Pier  27  and  Pier  29.  The  Pier 
27  master  site  plan  would  also  allow  in  the  future  for  up  to  20,000  square  feet  of 
ancillary  commercial  revenue-producing  uses,  such  as  food  and  beverage  facilities,  in 
the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  area. 

PROJECT  BUDGET 

The  Design  Team  completed  and  submitted  schematic  drawings  to  Port  staff  on  March 
16,  201 1 .  Based  on  these  drawings,  the  Design  Team  will  provide  an  updated  Project 
budget  which  will  include  a  more  accurate  estimate  of  the  Project  costs.  Following 
completion  of  schematic  design  cost  estimates,  Port  staff  will  develop  a  financing  plan 
for  the  project  in  coordination  with  the  Office  of  Workforce  and  Economic  Development. 
Staff  will  prepare  a  report  for  the  Board  of  Supervisor's  that  details  the  financing  plan  to 
seek  a  determination  that  the  project  is  fiscally  feasible  and  responsible,  as  set  forth  in 
Chapter  29. 


Prepared  by:  John  Doll,  Project  Manager, 
Planning  &  Development 

Kim  von  Blohn,  Project  Director 
Engineering 

For:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director 

Planning  &  Development 

Ed  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 
Engineering 

Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director 
Maritime 

Attachments 


1.  Renderings  of  Terminal  Design 

2.  December  14  Port  Commission  Staff  Report 
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MEMORANDUM 

December  9,  2010 

TO:  MEMBERS.  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 

FROM:  Monique  Moyer  Ay\^\^l^ 

Executive  Director  I  J 

SUBJECT:     Request  approval  of  a  preferred  concept  design  for  the  James  R.  Herman 
Cruise  Terminal,  located  along  The  Embarcadero  at  Pier  27 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 

SUMMARY 

Port  staff  is  requesting  approval  to  initiate  schematic  design  work  on  Scheme  B2,  an 
option  that  would  create  a  new  96,000  square  foot  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal 
building  at  Pier  27.  This  preferred  design  scheme  would  be  consistent  with  the  Cruise 
Terminal  Advisory  Panel's  recommendation  for  a  facility  that  could  meet  the  current  and 
future  needs  of  the  cruise  industry. 

This  design  work  could  be  integrated  with  the  City's  proposed  Host  City  Agreement 
(Northern  Wateifront  Alternative)  for  the  34*^  America's  Cup.  Under  that  alternative,  an 
affiliate  of  the  defending  Golden  Gate  Yacht  Club  would  contribute  to  the  Port's  costs  to 
prepare  the  site  and  construct  the  terminal  core  and  shell,  and  then  use  the  new 
terminal  building  as  a  spectator  event  center  and  spectator  viewing  area  and  the  Pier  27 
apron  for  team  hospitality  berths  for  races  scheduled  in  2013.  If  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  the  Golden  Gate  Yacht  Club  accept  the  Northern  Waterfront 
Alternative  for  hosting  the  34'^  America's  Cup,  the  combined  use  would  help  the  Port 
solve  a  portion  of  the  a  funding  gap  for  the  new  cruise  terminal  building  and  accelerate 
the  design  and  construction  of  the  building's  core  and  shell. 

INTRODUCTION 

In  September  2007,  the  Port  Commission  accepted  the  Cruise  Terminal  Advisory 
Panel's  recommendations  which  included  transforming  the  existing  Pier  27  shed  into  a 
year-round  cruise  terminal  that  will  meet  the  evolved  security  and  passenger  needs  of 
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the  cruise  industry  and  allow  meeting  and  special  event  uses  when  not  occupied  for 
cruise  purposes.  The  Port's  goal  is  to  develop  a  cruise  terminal  that  reflects  the  values 
of  San  Francisco  residents,  meets  international  cruise  terminal  standards,  and  complies 
with  community  and  regulatory  requirements.  In  conjunction  with  a  cruise  terminal,  the 
Port  intends  to  develop  a  new,  major  public  plaza  that  will  attract  City  residents  and 
visitors  to  enjoy  San  Francisco  Bay. 

In  November  2009,  Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  09-70  authorized  Port  staff  to 
execute  a  design  contract  with  the  recommended  joint  venture  team  of  KMD  Architects 
and  Pfau  Long  Architecture  in  association  with  cruise  terminal  design  consultant, 
Bermello  Ajamil  &  Partners  ("Design  Team")  for  Architectural  and  Engineering  Services 
for  the  Pier  27  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Ship  Terminal  and  Public  Plaza  Project 
("Project").  The  Port,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  ("DPW")  and  the  Design  Team 
initiated  a  design  process  in  January  2010.  This  began  with  a  series  of  internal  design 
sessions  that  led  to  development  of  a  Facility  Program  Statement. 

On  July  13,  2010,  Port  staff  presented  to  the  Port  Commission  an  overview  of  two 
cruise  terminal  conceptual  designs:  1)  Scheme  A  to  renovate  the  existing  Pier  27  shed 
and  2)  Scheme  B  to  develop  a  new  terminal  building  replacing  most  of  the  shed.  Both 
designs  would  create  a  new  cruise  terminal  of  approximately  80,000  square  feet  and 
balance  the  best  operating  environment  for  the  majority  of  cruise  ship  calls  with  the 
most  efficient  use  of  the  Project  budget. 

Port  staff  also  presented  the  following  preliminary  budget  target  to  the  Port  Commission: 

Construction  $  38,000,000 

Construction  Contingency  $  9,108,000 
Design,  Engineering,  Project  Management 

and  Entitlement  $  12.892.000 

Total  Project  Budget  $         60,000,000 

The  Design  Team  submitted  a  budget  for  both  schemes  that  generally  meets  the  Port's 
targeted  preliminary  $60  million  total  project  budget.  The  Design  Team's  budget 
included  the  cost  to  build  only  a  functional  cruise  terminal  facility,  an  initial  phase  of  the 
plaza,  and  a  ground  transportation  area  to  serve  the  cruise  terminal.^ 

Based  on  the  concept  plans,  the  Design  Team's  estimated  construction  cost  of  Scheme 
A  was  $38.5  million  while  Scheme  B  was  $41 .5  million  (shown  in  Table  1  below  as 
baseline  total  costs)  for  a  minimally  functional  cruise  terminal  facility.  Beyond  interim 
improvements,  which  only  included  lighting,  paving  and  safety  features,  the  cost  of  the 
envisioned  plaza  improvements  was  not  included  in  this  project  budget. 

As  noted  in  the  July  staff  report,  an  additional  construction  cost  of  $21.1  million  would 
either  be  likely  required  to  complete  construction  or  be  phased  in  as  funding  becomes 

'  The  S38  million  construction  budget  (or  S60  million  total  budget)  differs  from  the  project  description  in  the 
Facilities  Program  Statement  in  several  key  characteristics.  TheS38  million  baseline  construction  costs  do  not 
include  Category  1  a.id  Category  2  program  items.  These  items  are  included  in  Appendix  A  below. 
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available.  These  unbudgeted  additional  program  elements  (identified  as  Category  1  and 
Category  2  costs  and  described  in  Appendix  A)  also  did  not  include  contingency  or  soft 
cost  adjustments.  Port  staff  also  noted  in  the  July  report  that  the  total  project  budget 
could  increase  and  that  any  project  budget  increase  would  require  the  Port  (and  the 
City)  to  secure  additional  project  funding. 

After  the  July  Port  Commission  public  hearing,  Port  staff  presented  Schemes  A  and  B  to 
various  groups,  including  the  Cruise  Terminal  Design  Steering  Committee,  the 
Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group,  and  the  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory 
Committee.  The  Port  also  hosted  a  public  workshop  which  elicited  additional  comments 
on  both  cruise  terminal  design  options  and  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza.  Excerpts  from 
the  Cruise  Terminal  Design  Steering  Committee's  written  comments  are  shown  in 
Appendix  B. 

As  a  result  of  these  sessions,  a  third  concept  design  option,  Scheme  B2,  emerged  for 
which  the  Design  Team  has  prepared  concept  drawings. 

REVIEW  OF  CRUISE  TERMINAL  DESIGN  OPTIONS 

Based  on  work  submitted  by  the  Design  Team,  Port  staff  has  evaluated  three  cruise 
terminal  design  options: 

Scheme  A  -  Renovation  of  Existing  Shed 

The  primary  challenge  of  Scheme  A  is  transforming  the  existing  Pier  27  shed  into  a 
80,000  square  foot  terminal  that  meets  passenger  and  cruise  operator  expectations  of 
aesthetics  and  efficiency  while  satisfying  budgetary  restraints.  The  terminal  would  be 
single  story  with  a  mezzanine  area  that  would  provide  access  to  the  visiting  cruise  ships 
by  an  overhead  gangway  above  the  pier  apron.  Improvements  include  the  creation  of 
internal  rooms  for  security  processing,  installing  elevators  and  escalators,  addition  of 
insulation  to  the  walls,  roof  and  potentially  the  floor. 

Upgrading  the  building  envelope  could  be  costly  and  unpredictable  in  its  scope.  The 
Design  Team's  approach  in  Scheme  A  would  be  to  build  fully  enclosed  and  insulated 
rooms  within  the  shed  volume  for  only  those  spaces  that  require  heating  and  cooling. 
Since  many  spaces  within  the  terminal  would  not  require  heating  and  cooling  (e.g., 
baggage  lay-down  hall,  the  entrance  vestibule  and  waiting  lobby),  these  spaces  would 
have  to  be  left  "unconditioned"  in  order  to  reduce  project  costs. 

The  benefits  of  Scheme  A  include: 

•  Leveraging  an  existing  asset  for  financial  and  sustainable  reasons; 

•  Retaining  a  memory  of  the  historical  uses  at  Pier  27; 

•  Lower  up-front  capital  cost  than  for  a  new  building;  and 

•  Potential  higher  long-term  maintenance  and  repair  costs. 


The  challenges  are: 

Bringing  the  building  structure  to  current  code  standards; 

Preserving  the  existing  truss  structures  which  limit  the  ability  to  develop 

second  story  spaces  as  the  bottom  portions  of  the  trusses  are  too  low; 

Providing  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  ("ADA")  compliant  ramps  from  the 

ground  transportation  area  to  the  terminal  building; 

Addressing  possible  containment  of  existing  hazardous  materials  on  the 

structural  elements; 

Potential  higher  construction  costs  due  to  potential  unforeseen  conditions  of 

the  existing  structure;  and 

Potential  higher  long-term  maintenance  and  repair  costs. 

In  Scheme  A,  the  amount  of  space  available  in  the  ground  transportation  area  would  be 
less  than  desirable,  but  could  function  adequately  with  additional  operational  provisions 
(which  would  increase  cost  of  operations).  While  this  scheme  would  require  minimal 
changes  to  the  existing  deck  surface,  the  disadvantages  would  be  the  construction  of 
ADA  compliant  passenger  ramps  (because  of  the  existing  loading  dock)  and  potentially 
more  off-site  bus  staging  due  to  reduced  on-site  capacity  in  the  ground  transportation 
area. 

Scheme  B  -  New  Construction 

Demolishing  the  existing  shed  and  constructing  a  new  80,000  square  foot  terminal 
under  Scheme  B  would  involve  a  new  structural  system  which  must  align  with  the 
substructure  and  would  have  considerably  less  free  span  than  Scheme  A  due  to  the 
capacity  of  these  elements.  As  with  Scheme  A,  new  construction  would  seek  to  limit 
heating  and  cooling  of  many  terminal  spaces  (e.g.,  baggage  lay-down  hall,  the  entrance 
vestibule  and  waiting  lobby)  leaving  these  areas  "unconditioned"  in  order  to  reduce 
project  costs. 

The  primary  benefit  of  Scheme  B  would  be  the  flexibility  to  configure  the  operational 
cruise  terminal  more  efficiently.  This  would  result  in  a  two  story  configuration  that 
separates  passenger  embark/disembark  uses  from  provisioning  and  baggage  handling 
in  a  considerably  smaller  footprint  on  the  site.  Most,  if  not  all,  new  cruise  terminals  use  a 
two  story  configuration  to  allow  them  to  function  more  like  airport  terminals. 

The  benefits  of  Scheme  B  include: 

•  Building  two  stories  provides  greater  operational  efficiencies  and  flexibility; 

•  Expanding  the  ground  transportation  area  allows  automobiles  to  pick  up  and 
drop  off  passengers  along  the  face  of  the  terminal; 

•  Building  a  new  building  allows  longer  term  product  warranties  for  the  facility; 

•  Providing  higher  revenue  potential  of  special  event  space;  and 

•  Reducing  operation  and  maintenance  costs. 
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The  disadvantages  are: 

•  Building  a  new  structural  frame  and  building  envelope  is  initially  more 
expensive; 

•  Building  a  new  structure  over  existing  substructure  piles  reduces  the  length  of 
free  spans;  and 

•  Building  a  new  terminal  loses  the  contextual  memory  of  the  Pier  27  shed. 

Due  to  a  narrower  building  footprint  in  Scheme  B,  more  ground  transportation  area 
space  would  be  available  for  vehicular  circulation.  The  chief  benefit  would  be  that  there 
could  be  a  four  lane  vehicle  circulation  and  a  queue  area  located  on  the  loading  dock 
area  which  would  avoid  the  need  for  new  passenger  ramps.  The  disadvantage  would  be 
the  increased  cost  related  to  vehicular  ramps  between  the  lower  and  upper  deck 
elevations. 

Scheme  B2  -  New  Construction  with  Larger  Baggage  Area 

In  addition  to  the  two  design  options  produced  during  the  Conceptual  Design  phase  of 
the  project,  Port  staff  requested  the  Design  Team  to  study  options  for  expanding  the 
baggage  hall  beyond  the  minimum  size  included  in  Schemes  A  and  B.  The  request  for  a 
larger  baggage  hall  space  came  from  cruise  industry  sources  including  Metro  Cruise 
Services,  the  current  facility  operator,  and  the  Port's  Maritime  division.  It  also  is 
consistent  with  the  Design  Team's  Facility  Program  Statement  which  recommends  a 
larger  baggage  area  that  would  meet  cruise  industry  standards  today  and  for  the 
foreseeable  future  based  on  increase  vessel  size  and  passenger  volumes. 

The  minimally-sized  baggage  hall  of  approximately  16,500  square  feet  included  in 
Schemes  A  and  B  was  a  design  compromise  agreed  to  by  Port  staff  and  the  Design 
Team  as  a  measure  to  reduce  the  overall  construction  costs  despite  its  adverse  impact 
on  operational  efficiencies.  For  this  baggage  hall  to  function  adequately  the  baggage 
lay-down  process  would  have  to  be  divided  into  several  cycles  increasing  the  amount  of 
time  it  takes  to  process  all  the  baggage.  Although  a  minimally-sized  baggage  hall  would 
reduce  upfront  construction  costs,  it  would  result  in  an  increase  in  operational  costs  and 
would  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  passenger  experience.  For  these  reasons,  Port 
staff  asked  the  Design  Team  to  evaluate  the  costs  and  design  impacts  of  providing  an 
operationally  efficient  baggage  hall  that  would  be  consistent  with  industry  standards. 
The  targeted  size  for  such  a  baggage  hall  would  increase  to  approximately  33,000 
square  feet. 

The  Design  Team  proposed  various  alternatives  to  increase  the  baggage  hall  area  in 
both  schemes.  The  expansion  of  the  baggage  hall  in  Scheme  A  (shown  as  an 
attachment)  could  be  accomplished  by  increasing  the  portion  of  the  existing  Pier  27 
shed  to  be  preserved  and  renovated,  but  was  not  studied  in  detail. 

The  Design  Team  evaluated  in  a  detailed  fashion  a  baggage  hall  expansion  alternative 
under  the  new  construction  scenario,  known  as  Scheme  B2.  In  order  to  increase  the 
baggage  area,  the  cruise  terminal  building  was  lengthened  by  roughly  60  feet  towards 
the  south  and  the  northern  end  was  made  the  same  width  as  the  rest  of  the  terminal  at 
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the  ground  floor  level — resulting  in  total  terminal  size  of  approximately  96,000  square 
feet. 

In  Scheme  B2,  the  general  building  width  would  be  the  same  as  Scheme  B  in  order  to 
preserve  the  functionality  of  the  ground  transportation  area.  The  expanded  baggage  hall 
would  be  consolidated  into  a  long  and  narrow  volume  that  would  extend  to  both  the  front 
and  rear  facades.  Beyond  the  enlargement  of  the  terminal  building,  several  utility 
spaces  previously  located  at  the  south  end  would  be  relocated  to  the  western  edge. 
Other  program  elements  related  to  facility  operations,  such  as  battery  charging  stations 
for  forklifts  and  changing  areas  for  longshoremen,  would  be  relocated  to  the  retained 
portion  of  Pier  27  that  would  reduce  the  amount  of  new  construction  required. 

The  benefits  of  Scheme  B2  include: 

•  Unobstructed,  full  length  baggage  hall  makes  easy  passenger  way-finding  and 
highly  flexible  rental  space; 

•  Vastly  improved  water  views  from  the  ground  floor  through  additional  glazed 
roll-up  doors  along  the  eastern  fagade; 

•  Baggage  screening  area  can  be  increased/decreased  in  response  to  passenger 
volumes; 

•  Relocating  mechanical  areas  allow  the  full  width  of  front  fagade  to  the  public 
plaza;  and 

•  Design  allows  for  better  expansion  potential  in  the  future. 

The  disadvantages  (or  risks)  are: 

•  Building  a  larger  building  envelope  is  more  expensive; 

•  Relocating  certain  uses  to  the  existing  pier  shed  may  be  interpreted  by  code 
officials  as  a  "change  in  use"  necessitating  improvements  beyond  the  estimated 
budget; 

•  Rooftop  equipment  may  exceed  maximum  column  loading  which  may  require 
additional  slab  strengthening;  and 

•  A  larger  baggage  hall  may  trigger  a  requirement  for  additional  restroom 
facilities. 

Budget  considerations  aside.  Scheme  B2  represents  the  most  operationally  effective 
alternative. 

TOTAL  CONSTRUCTION  COST  COMPARISON  BY  SCHEME 

The  estimated  cruise  terminal  costs  are  shown  on  Table  1  below.  Please  note  that  the 
construction  cost  comparison  below  is  based  on  conceptual  plans,  not  detailed  design 
drawings.  All  the  program  components  required  in  the  final  design  and  engineering  are 
not  known  at  this  time  and  any  omissions  could  significantly  impact  the  accuracy  of  the 
estimated  costs. 
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Table  1:  Comparative  Construction  Cost  by  Scheme 

Scheme  A         Scheme  B  Scheme  B2 


Construction  Costs  80,000  sf  80,000  sf  96,000  sf 

In  millions 

Base  Terminal  $            27.9  29.2  33.6 

Retained  portion  of  Pier  27  0.2  0.2  0.2 
Minimal  Site  Improvements: 

Plaza  1.2  1.2  1.2 

ground  transportation 

area,  apron,  etc.  2J.  3J.  2.6 

Subtotal:  $  31.4  33.7  37.6 

LEED  1.5% 

Escalation  5.5% 

Pricing  Contingency  15.0% 

Baseline  Total:  $ 

Retained  Portion  of  Pier  27  Facility  Upgrade: 

Category  1: 

(Upgrades  required  for  opening  day) 

Total  Construction:  $  54.0  56.9  62.8 

Construction 


0.5 

0.5 

0.6 

1.7 

1.9 

2.0 

5.0 

5.4 

6.0 

38.6 

41.5 

46.2 

de: 

1.1 

15.5 

15.5 

15.5 

Contingency             15.0% 
Haz  Mat  Allowance 

8.1 
1.7 

8.5 
1.7 

9.4 
1.7 

Adjusted  Total 

$ 

63.8 

67.1 

73.9 

Program  Reserve       4.0% 

2.6 

2.7 

3.0 

Total  Construction  + 
Construction  Contingency: 

$ 

66.3 

69.8 

76.9 

Design,  Engineering, 

Project  Management 

and  Entitlement 

("Soft  Costs")  30.0%  19J  210  23.0 

Total  Project  Costs $ 86^2 90^8 99.9 

As  shown  above,  Port  staff  has  assumed  that,  due  to  budget  considerations,  the  total 
project  budget  would  only  address  baseline  and  Category  1  costs  (i.e.,  program 

-7- 


elements  needed  for  a  fully  functional  cruise  terminal).  Category  2  program  elements 
represent  upgrades  that  could  be  phased  in  after  opening  day  if  funds  become 
available.  Category  2  upgrades  have  been  excluded.  Both  Category  1  and  2  program 
elements  are  listed  in  Appendix  A. 

These  design  options  also  do  not  include  full  development  of  the  Northeast  Wharf 
Plaza^  (These  costs  are  noted  in  Appendix  C).  Only  minimal  interim  public  plaza 
improvements  would  be  completed  and  these  include  lighting,  paving  and  safety 
features. 

By  retaining  the  existing  pier  shed  under  Scheme  A,  a  total  up-front  capital  cost  of 
approximately  $86.2  million  would  be  required  to  create  an  enhanced  cruise  terminal 
building.  This  is  the  most  inexpensive  option,  but  would  potentially  be  the  least 
operationally  efficient  design  option.  In  addition,  there  is  a  risk  of  unforeseen  costs  in 
renovating  an  existing  shed. 

The  new  construction  alternative  under  Scheme  B  could  be  built  with  improved 
efficiencies.  The  total  project  cost  is  estimated  at  $90.8  million. 

Scheme  B2  represents  the  most  expensive  option  which  is  estimated  at  $99.8  million, 
but,  as  noted  above,  it  represents  the  most  operationally  efficient  option  in  meeting 
cruise  industry  standards. 

Port  staff  had  expected  to  present  to  the  Port  Commission  approval  of  a  design  option 
earlier  this  fall.  But,  because  of  the  funding  associated  with  this  project  and  the  then 
emerging  discussions  with  America's  Cup  team  representatives,  Port  staff  deferred 
recommendation  of  a  Port  action  until  a  potential  solution  could  be  developed  to  help 
solve  the  cruise  terminal  budget  issue. 

America's  Cup  Proposal 

On  November  30,  2010,  the  Port  Commission  approved  Resolution  No.  10-73 
approving  both  a  proposed  Host  City  and  Venue  Agreement  ("HCA")  among  the  City, 
the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  and  the  San  Francisco's  America's  Cup  Organizing 
Committee  (the  "Authonty")  and  a  Northern  Waterfront  alternative  under  which  the 
Authority  would  use  Piers  19-29  as  venues  in  lieu  of  Piers  48  and  50  ("HCA  Northern 
Waterfront  Alternative").  As  currently  contemplated  by  the  City's  bid  to  host  the 
America's  Cup  in  the  Northern  Waterfront,  the  Port  would  accelerate  the  design  and  site 
preparation  for  the  Pier  27  cruise  terminal  project.  The  project  schedule  generally 
envisions  completing  design  and  obtaining  entitlements  by  the  end  of  201 1  and 
completing  construction  by  the  end  of  2012  to  allow  America's  Cup  events  occur  by 
2013. 


■  Although  there  have  been  conceptual  plan  options  developed  for  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza,  further  work  and 
public  review  is  required.  Further  refinement  of  these  Plaza  options  will  be  developed  and  its  public  review  will 
likely  commence  in  201 1.  The  S14.3  million  total  build-out  cost  estimate  shown  in  Appendix  C  is  very  preliminary 
and  is  dependent  on  funding  opportunities  and  which  option  will  be  carried  further  for  schematic  design. 
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Assuming  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approves  a  host  city  bid  for  the  America's  Cup  on 
December  14,  2010,  and  if  San  Francisco  is  selected  as  the  host  venue  for  America's 
Cup,  the  Authority  would  contribute  to  a  portion  of  the  Port's  costs  to  prepare  the  Pier 
27  site  and  construct  the  core  and  shell  of  the  new  cruise  terminal,  then  would  be  able 
to  use  the  terminal  building  and  the  northern  apron  as  an  event  space  for  races 
scheduled  in  2013. 

Under  the  HCA  Northern  Waterfront  Alternative,  the  Authority  would  be  allowed  to 
construct  tenant  improvements  for  event  use  if  they  are  coordinated  with  the  cruise 
terminal  design  and  construction  activities.  During  2013,  the  cruise  terminal  would  be 
used  as  a  race-viewing  facility  and  for  team  hospitality  berths  along  the  apron  of  Pier 
27.  The  Authority  would  be  required  to  return  the  premises  to  the  Port  free  of  all  tenant 
improvements  with  the  assumption  that  Pier  27  would  be  available  to  berth  cruise  ships 
for  the  2014  season. 

Although  many  details  need  to  be  worked  out,  the  Authority  would  be  required  to 
demolish  all  of  the  Pier  27  shed  and  a  portion  of  the  Pier  29  shed  as  well  as  temporarily 
disconnect  and  possibly  store  the  shoreside  power  system.  The  cost  of  this  would  be  an 
Authority  investment  of  approximately  $7.5  million  into  the  cruise  terminal  project, 
primarily  for  demolition  and  shoreside  power  modifications. 

This  potential  budget  solution  provides  two  potential  advantages:  1)  help  relieve  the 
Port  from  financing  the  entire  cruise  terminal  project  cost  in  consideration  for  the 
Authority's  use  for  a  prescribed  amount  of  time  under  a  license;  and  2)  accelerate  the 
design  and  construction  of  the  core  and  shell  portion  of  the  cruise  terminal  project. 

There  are  many  important  details  to  work  out  in  the  coming  months  if  the  HCA  Northern 
Alternative  is  awarded  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Team.  A  preliminary  list  of 
concerns  that  requires  further  work  includes: 

1)  Complete  a  detailed  design  and  implementation  plan  to  seamlessly  integrate  the 
Port's  mission  with  the  Authority's  needs; 

2)  Implement  a  project  funding  program  that  completes  the  cruise  terminal  project 
for  the  2014  cruise  season  and  delivers  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza; 

3)  Ensure  that  shoreside  power  regulatory  and  grant  obligations^  are  fulfilled;  and 

4)  Develop  a  berthing  plan  that  allows  multiple  cruise  ship  calls  at  other  sites  during 
2012  and  2013.^^ 


"*  In  October  2010,  the  Port  dedicated  a  $5  million  shoreside  power  system  at  Pier  27  which  reduces  cruise  ship 
emissions  to  near  zero  while  at  berth.  The  Port  has  two  sets  of  obligations  to  fulfill.  Under  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board,  ports  are  required  to  have  shoreside  power  available  for  use  by  cruise  ships  by  2014.  In  addition, 
the  Port  received  a  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  grant  that  partly  funded  the  system.  Should  the  goals 
specified  in  the  grant  agreement  not  be  met,  the  Port  is  obligated  to  return  these  grant  funds  to  BAAQMD. 
■*  Under  the  City's  Northern  Waterfront  Alternative  to  host  the  34*  America's  Cup,  Piers  27  and  30-32  would  not  be 
available  for  cruise  berthing  during  the  2012  and  2013  seasons.  The  Port  could  continue  to  berth  cruise  ships  at  its 
current  primary  berth.  Pier  35  South.  Pier  35  North's  length  is  800  feet;  it  can  handle  cruise  ships  only  if  they  are 
less  than  800  feet.  Most  modem  cruise  ships  are  over  900  feet.  Although  the  Port  does  not  have  full  2012  and  2013 
bookings  yet,  there  are  eight  double-headers  (i.e.,  two  cruise  ships  berthed  on  the  same  day  at  the  Port)  scheduled  tor 
201 1  which  may  be  indicative  of  2012  demand.  For  2012,  there  are  already  bookings  for  at  least  one  double-header 
and  two  triple-headers. 
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Nonetheless,  despite  these  concerns,  the  strategy  to  integrate  the  HCA  Northern 
Alternative  with  the  Port's  mission  to  build  a  new  cruise  terminal  is  very  promising.  In 
order  to  meet  the  potential  obligations  set  forth  in  the  HCA  Northern  Alternative,  Pier  27 
design  and  entitlements/permitting  would  have  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  201 1  to 
allow  approximately  one  year  for  construction.  This  is  an  extremely  ambitious  schedule. 
To  meet  this  schedule,  it  is  necessary  for  the  Design  Team  to  initiate  schematic  terminal 
design  in  early  January  201 1 . 

PROPOSED  PROJECT  FUNDING  STRATEGY 

A  proposed  funding  sources  and  uses  in  shown  in  Table  2.1  below.  The  Port  currently 
has  approximately  $30  million  in  available  capital  funds.  In  order  to  implement  the  HCA 
Northern  Waterfront  Alternative  approximately  $21 .5  million  would  be  financed  by  the 
Port/City  in  a  new  vehicle  to  be  determined.  The  Authority  would  contribute  $7.5  million 
dedicated  for  demolition  and  shoreside  power  modifications.  The  total  source  of  funds 
would  be  approximately  $60.8  million  for  Phase  1  total  project  costs  of  approximately 
$75  million.  Phase  1  would  include  demolition  of  Pier  27  and  construction  of  a  new  core 
and  shell  that  would  be  used  as  an  event  space.  Other  tenant  improvements  would 
have  to  be  financed  (and  later  removed)  by  the  Authority.  Phase  1  would  not,  for 
example,  include  the  internal  Customs  and  Border  Patrol  offices,  a  mobile  gangway  and 
other  improvements  that  are  required  for  a  new  cruise  terminal  facility.  There  would  also 
be  approximately  $7.5  million  investment  in  assuring  an  interim  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza 
during  the  America's  Cup  event.  Port  staff  will  develop  a  funding  strategy  to  resolve  the 
$14  million  shortfall  to  Phase  1  in  the  near  term.  A  potential  funding  source  could  be 
IFD  proceeds  from  other  Port  development  projects. 

Phase  2  would  require  additional  funds  to  complete  the  structure  as  a  functioning  cruise 
terminal  and  re-establish  shoreside  power.  These  additional  terminal  costs  are 
estimated  at  $32.2  million.  Depending  on  yet-to-be-determined  public  plaza  design 
features,  there  could  be  an  additional  $6.8  million  to  complete  the  Northeast  Wharf 
Plaza.  The  total  Phase  2  costs  are  estimated  at  $39  million. 

To  pay  for  these  Phase  2  improvements.  Port  staff  proposes  the  following  possible 
funding  sources:  2013  General  Obligations  Bond,  a  contribution  to  the  terminal  operator 
in  exchange  for  purchase  and  installation  of  a  mobile  gangway.  Federal  security  grant 
funds,  and  passenger  facility  charge.  These  sources  are  preliminarily  estimated  at 
approximately  $32  million. 

As  indicated  on  Table  2,  there  still  is  a  potential  funding  gap  of  approximately  $21 .5 
million.  Port  staff  will  continue  to  refine  the  project  funding  program  in  the  next  coming 
months. 
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Table  2:  Sources  and  Project  Shortfall 


Sources 

2010  Port  Revenue  Bonds 
Watermark  Sale  Proceeds 
Deferred  Land  Sale  Proceeds 


201 2  Port  Debt  Contribution 
Additional  Interest  Earnings 
FY2012/13  Capital  Plan  allocation 


Subtotal  Port  Sources 


$10,139,456 

19,611,633 

324.000 

Subtotal  $30,075,089 

$15,000,000 

500,000 

1.225.000 

$46,800,089 


General  Obligation  Bond  201 3  $14,348,381 

City  Contribution  6,500,000 

Event  Authority  Contribution  7,500,000 

Metro  Contribution  2,750,000 

Security  Grant  10,000,000 

Facility  Charge  4.694.000 

Subtotal  Non-Port  Sources  $45,792,381 

Total  Sources  $92,592,470 

Total  Uses  $114,095,757 

Shortfall  ($21,503,287) 
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Table  2.1 

Sources:  Phase  1  (Core  and  Shell) 

Existing  Funding  $  30,075,089 

Port  Capital  Budget  1 ,225,000 


New  Debt  to  be  issued: 

City  6,500,000 

Port  of  San  Francisco*  1 5,500,000 

Event  Authority  7.500.000 

Subtotal  60,800,089 

Uses:  Phase  1 

Demolition  &  Shoreside  Power  7,500,000 

Core  and  Shell  60,000,000 

Plaza  Site  Preparation/Improvements  7.500.000 

Subtotal  75,000,000 

Phase  1  Shortfall  (14,199,911) 

Sources:  Phase  2  (Project  Completion) 

2013  General  Obligations  Bond  14,348,381 

Tenant  Procurement  2,750,000 

Federal  Security  Grant  10,000,000 

Passenger  Facility  Charge  4.694.000 

Subtotal  31,792,381 


Uses:  Phase  2 

Cruise  Terminal  Completion  32,247,376 

Plaza  Completion  6.848.381 

Subtotal  39,095,757 

Total  Sources:  92,592,470 

Total  Uses:  114,095,757 

Shortfall:  (21,503,287) 

*lncludes  additional  interest  earnings  of$500K. 
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NEXT  STEPS 

The  Pier  27  cruise  terminal  project  is  subject  to  fiscal  feasibility  approval  from  the  Board 
of  Supervisors.  Port  staff  will  submit  a  revised  Fiscal  Feasibility  report  to  the  Board 
based  on  the  scheme  authorized  by  the  Port  Commission  at  its  December  14,  2010 
meeting. 

As  noted  above,  the  trajectory  of  the  cruise  terminal  project  is  intertwined  with  the  City's 
America's  Cup  bid.  A  decision  on  the  HCA  and  the  selection  of  San  Francisco  is 
expected  by  the  end  of  December  2010.  If  Golden  Gate  Yacht  Club  accepts  the 
Northern  Waterfront  Alternative  for  hosting  the  34**^  America's  Cup,  Port  staff  will 
commence  immediately  to  implement  the  Port  Commission's  direction  to  build  a  cruise 
terminal  and  share  the  facilities  with  the  America's  Cup  event. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Over  the  past  couple  of  decades,  the  Port's  attempts  to  build  a  new  cruise  terminal  for 
San  Francisco  as  a  private  development  project  have  failed.  In  2007,  the  Cruise 
Terminal  Advisory  Panel  recommended  that  the  most  cost-effective  site  was  Pier  27. 
Through  its  Design  Team,  the  Port  staff  has  presented  to  the  Port  Commission  a 
conceptual  design  option  to  retain  the  Pier  27  shed  and  another  to  demolish  it  and  build 
a  new  facility.  Based  on  comments  received  from  stakeholders.  Port  staff  recommends 
a  new  96,000  square  foot  cruise  terminal  (Scheme  B2)  as  the  most  operationally- 
efficient  option,  but  recognizes  the  risk  of  the  overall  total  project  cost.  The  emergence 
of  the  City's  Northern  Waterfront  Alternative  proposal  for  hosting  the  34**^  America's  Cup 
presents  a  possible  "win-win"  solution  under  which  the  core  and  shell  of  the  new 
terminal  would  be  built  for  use  as  an  event  space  for  the  Authority's  use  in  2013  and 
then  completed  thereafter  for  cruise  use. 

Port  staff  recommends  approval  to  initiate  schematic  design  work  on  Scheme  B2,  an 
option  that  would  create  a  new  96,000  square  foot  terminal  building  at  Pier  27.  If 
approved,  the  Design  Team  would  commence  design  work  in  January  201 1. 


Prepared  by:  John  Doll,  Project  Manager,  Planning  &  Development 
Kim  von  Blohn,  Project  Director,  Engineering 

For:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  &  Development 

Ed  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer,  Engineering 
Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director,  Maritime 

Attachments: 

Scheme  B2  -  Contextual  Site  Plan 

Scheme  B2  -  Ground  Floor  Plan 

Scheme  B2  -  Second  Floor  Plan  +  Mezzanine 

Scheme  B2  -  Exterior  Renderings 


■13- 


Appendix  A:  Category  1  and  2  Program  Elements 

Table  1:  Breakdown  of  Category  1  Costs  (estimated  upgrades  required  by  opening  day) 


1.  iVIobiie  gangway 

2.  Security  hardware/software  equipment 

3.  Fire  walls/fire  proofing 

4.  Voice  and  data  cabling  and  terminations 

5.  Shoreside  power  modifications 

6.  Minimal  substructure  repair 

7.  Floating  fenders  and  bollards 

8.  Minimal  regrade  of  ground  transportation  area  and  minimal  storm  drain 
improvements 

9.  South  wall  of  retained  portion  of  Pier  27  shed 

10.  Tie  in  utilities  to  Pier  29  for  retained  portion  of  Pier  27 

11.  Architectural  enhancements 

Total  Construction  Cost  =  $15.5  million  Schemes  A,  B  &  B2 


Table  2:  Breakdown  of  Category  2  (possible  phased-in  upgrades  after  opening 
Day) 


1 .  CCTV  in  ground  transportation  area 

2.  General  exterior  lighting  upgrade 

3.  Additional  lighting  in  ground  transportation  area 

4.  Additional  selective  repair  to  substructure 

5.  Fixed  cone  corner  fenders 

6.  Additional  escalator  for  Scheme  A  (to  allow  one  dedicated  to  upward  traffic 
and  the  other  to  downward  traffic) 

7.  Digital  signage 

8.  Canopy  to  replace  existing  canopy  adjacent  to  building  (Scheme  A  only) 

9.  Canopy  at  bus  drop  off  up  to  curbside  or  loading  dock  side 

10.  Metal  columns  covers  for  Scheme  B 

1 1 .  Canopy  at  taxi  stand 

12.  Add  2  elevators  and  2  escalators  for  Scheme  B  (results  in  two  circulation 
cores  each  with  2  escalators  and  elevators) 

Total  Construction  Cost  =  $  4.8  million  Scheme  A 

$  5.4  million  Schemes  B  &  B2 
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Appendix  B 

Selected  excerpts  from  the  Cruise  Terminal  Design  Steering  Committee: 

David  Wessel  stated: 

"Because  the  pier  shed  is  not  an  historic  building,  there  is  significant  latitude  for 
redesign.  I  see  no  problem  with  a  plaza  at  the  proposed  location  where  the  bulkhead 
would  be  removed.  However,  I  believe  the  design  team  should  bare  in  mind  the 
cadence  of  the  historic  bulkhead  buildings  along  the  Embarcadero,  and  find  some  way 
to  acknowledge  the  visual  rhythm  of  these  structures.  Perhaps  some  reference  to  the 
removed  bulkhead  in  the  plaza  hardscape  would  be  appropriate. 

I  understand  that  a  portion  of  the  pier  shed  may  be  retained  and  renovated,  or  that  it 
may  be  removed  and  a  new  building  constructed.  Some  basic  design  criteria  for  the 
new  or  existing  building  is  as  follows. 

In  the  adaptive  reuse  design,  the  open  truss  work,  large  central  open  area,  exposed 
roof  deck  visible  from  the  waiting  area,  and  other  existing  architectural  elements  are 
juxtaposed  with  interventions  constructed  of  contemporary  industrial  type  materials  to 
create  new  spaces  both  within  and  without  the  existing  pier  shed.  It  is  this  contrast  of 
new  and  existing  that  will  communicate  to  visitors  both  the  important  past  of  the  place 
and  the  present." 

Howard  Chabner  stated: 

"The  operational  superiority  of  a  new  building  seems  clear. 

•  The  existing  building  has  a  4>1  foot  change  in  level  from  the  vehicular  drop- 
off/pickup area  to  the  building  entrance.  This  presents  a  major  challenge, 
especially  for  dropping  off  disabled  people,  and  its  solution  would  take  up 
valuable  space  and  would  still  be  far  from  ideal.  A  new  building  would  have  no 
change  in  level,  and  the  drop-off/pickup  area  would  have  an  airport  type  of 
design  that  would  be  more  efficient  for  everyone,  more  accessible  for  people  who 
use  wheelchairs  and  those  with  other  mobility  impairments,  provide  better  way- 
finding  for  blind  people,  and  probably  be  safer  for  all. 

•  A  new  building  would  have  a  thinner  footprint.  Among  other  things,  this  would 
provide  more  space  for  the  vehicular  drop-off/pickup  area.  A  more  efficient  drop- 
off/pickup area  would  not  only  be  better  for  passengers  and  cruise  ship 
operators,  it  would  also  be  better  for  the  neighborhood  and  the  waterfront  in 
general  because  it  would  reduce  traffic  congestion,  waiting  times  and  the 
potential  need  to  bus  passengers  in  from  off-site. 

•  The  thinner  footprint  of  a  new  building  would  also  allow  larger  outdoor  spaces. 

•  A  new  building  would  have  two  full  stories,  whereas  using  the  existing  shed 
would  not  allow  a  full  second  story  because  of  the  trusses.  Having  a  real  second 
story  would  be  more  efficient  for  embarking  and  disembarking  cruise  passengers, 
and  for  handling  baggage.  For  example,  it  would  accommodate  a  state-of-the-art 
automated  gangway  system. 
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•  A  new  building  would  have  more  elevators  than  would  be  possible  in  a  renovated 
old  building.  This  would  be  especially  important  for  passengers  with  disabilities. 
(I  use  an  electric  wheelchair  and  can  attest  to  how  having  large  elevators,  and 
having  more  rather  than  fewer,  makes  a  huge  difference  in  efficiency, 
accessibility,  equality,  universal  design  and  overall  pleasantness  in  spaces  with 
many  people,  such  as  airports,  train  stations  and  shopping  malls.)  But  it  would 
benefit  both  disabled  and  able-bodied  people.  Also,  the  advantages  of  having 
more  elevators  will  only  increase  as  the  population  ages. 

•  Having  more  elevators  would  also  enable  better  traffic  flows  for  cruise 
passengers  who  want  to  retrieve  their  own  baggage  upon  disembarkation. 

•  Although  both  schemes  could  accept  solar  panels,  a  new  building  would  be 
better  ab'e  to  obtain  a  higher  LEED  certification,  and  at  less  cost. 

•  A  new  building's  operational  efficiency  would  result  in  lower  operating  costs  both 
for  the  Port  and  for  cruise  ship  operators.  The  latter  would  be  an  advantage  in 
the  Port's  competition  with  other  cities. 

•  A  new  building  would  be  better  able  to  be  renovated  and/or  expanded  in  the 
future  to  accommodate  changes  in  the  cruise  industry. 

There  don't  seem  to  be  any  operational  benefits  in  retaining  the  existing  shed.  Rather, 
the  arguments  for  renovating  it  are  based  solely  on  aesthetics,  historical  value  and 
construction  cost.  Beauty  is  in  the  eye  of  the  beholder,  certainly,  but  I  believe  the 
existing  building  is  ugly  and  no  amount  of  "lipstick"  could  really  transform  it,  no  matter 
how  talented  and  creative  the  architects  and  designers. 

•  It  has  been  pointed  out  that  for  many  passengers,  the  cruise  terminal  will  be  the 
first  building  they  see  up  close  upon  arriving  in  San  Francisco.  It  will  leave  a 
lasting  impression.  A  beautiful  building  will  not  only  be  delightful  and  impressive 
in  its  own  right,  but  it  could  well  become  one  of  our  City's  landmarks.  Renovating 
the  old  shed  just  doesn't  have  the  same  potential. 

•  In  a  new  building,  the  roof  can  have  openings  and  skylights,  providing  abundant 
natural  light.  Renovating  the  old  shed  would  not  afford  nearly  as  much  natural 
light. 

•  In  a  new  building,  the  waiting  area  would  be  on  the  second  floor  and  there  would 
be  beautiful  views  and  plenty  of  natural  light.  The  existing  building  would  have 
no  second  floor  and  the  views  would  be  limited. 

•  The  roof  of  a  new  building  would  be  more  attractive  when  viewed  from  above, 
both  from  the  upper  decks  of  cruise  ships  and  from  other  buildings  in  San 
Francisco." 

•  A  new  building  would  permit  greater  flexibility  in  designing  the  public  open 
spaces  and  would  enable  better  integration  between  the  building  and  the  open 
spaces.  Since  it  is  anticipated  that  full  development  of  the  open  spaces  would 
probably  not  take  place  until  well  after  the  cruise  terminal  is  completed,  this  is  an 
important  factor. 

•  Whether  or  not  they  technically  qualify  as  historic  resources,  buildings  should 
never  be  demolished  without  considerable  thought.  San  Francisco  and  other 
cities  have  many  examples  of  creative  adaptation  and  reuse  of  beautiful,  historic 
buildings.  For  example,  Gae  Aulenti's  adaptation  of  our  library  building  into  the 
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SF  Asian  Art  Museum  is  both  beautiful  and  functional.  The  Ferry  Plaza  itself  is 
another  creat  example  of  preserving  beauty  and  improving  function.  In  these 
cases  the  existing  buildings  were  worth  preserving  for  both  aesthetic  and 
historical  reasons,  and  they  could  be  preserved  without  compromising  function. 
The  original  buildings  were  aesthetically  pleasing  and  distinguished.  The  Pier  27 
shed,  by  contrast,  just  isn't." 

Appendix  C:  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza 

Table  1:  Breakdown  and  Total  Cost  of  Potential  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Improvements 

1.  Hardscape  and  amenities  at  Main  Event  plaza  space 

2.  Main  circulation  hardscape 

3.  Softscape  and  amenities  at  multi-use  recreation  space 

4.  Miscellaneous  landscaping 

5.  Beltline  piazza 

6.  Gatehouse 

7.  Retail  buildings  /  kiosks 

8.  Improvements  to  historic  Beltline  building 

9.  Premium  for  architectural  quality  fencing  and  gates 

Deduct  for  baseline  plaza  improvements  ($1.2  million  plus  markup  for 
LEED/Escalation/Contingency)  =  $  1.5  million) 


Total  Construction  Cost 

$      9.2 

In  millions 

Construction 

Contingency 

15.0% 

1.4 

Adjusted  Total 

$    10.6 

Program  Reserve 

4.0% 

0.4 

Total  Construction  -• 

> 

Contingency  Costs 

$    11.0 

Design,  Engineering, 

Project  Management 

and  Entitlement 

("Soft  Costs")  30.0%  3J 

Total  Project  Costs  $     14.3 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  10-80 


WHEREAS,   Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  established  a  blue-ribbon  Cruise  Terminal  Advisory 
Panel  in  2006  to  evaluate  the  necessity  of  a  new  cruise  terminal  and  its 
value  to  San  Francisco  and,  if  determined  necessary  and  valuable,  where 
that  new  terminal  should  be  located  such  cruise  terminal  location 
considerations  to  be  based  on  cost  considerations  and  maritime 
functionality;  and 

WHEREAS,   The  Port  Commission  accepted  on  September  27,  2007  the  Cruise 
Terminal  Advisory  Panel  recommendations  to  develop  a  single-berth 
primary  cruise  terminal  at  Pier  27  ensuring  that  this  facility  meets  all  of  the 
industry  standards  for  a  home  port  cruise  terminal;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  presented  information  to  the  Port  Commission  on  October  28, 
2008  regarding  a  consultant  study  determining  the  feasibility  of  cruise 
terminal  site  plan  alternatives  at  Pier  27;  and 

WHEREAS,   On  June  9,  2009,  by  Resolution  No.  09-33,  the  Port  Commission 

authorized  Port  staff  to  enter  into  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  to  assist  the  Port  by 
proving  Project  Management  Architectural  and  Engineering  Services  for 
the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  Project  ("Project");  and 

WHEREAS,   On  July  14,  2009,  by  Resolution  09-39,  the  Port  Commission  approved 
issuance  of  Port  revenue  bonds  of  which  $22  million  of  revenue  bond 
proceeds  from  two  separate  bond  issuances  was  identified  for  partial 
funding  for  the  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,   On  November  10,  2009,  by  Resolution  No.  09-70,  the  Port  Commission 
awarded  a  design  contract  to  a  joint  venture  team  of  KMD  Architects  and 
Pfau  Long  Architecture  in  coordination  with  Bermello  Ajamil  &  Partners  as 
the  Cruise  Terminal  Specialty  Consultant  ("Design  Team");  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  presented  information  to  the  Port  Commission  on  July  13,  2010 
regarding  conceptual  design  options  for  the  Cruise  Terminal;  and 

WHEREAS,   On  November  30,  2010,  by  Resolution  No.  10-73,  the  Port  Commission 
authorized  Port  staff  to  forward  both  a  Host  City  and  Venue  Agreement 
("HCA")  among  the  City,  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  and  the  San 
Francisco  America's  Cup  Organizing  Committee  for  the  34^^  America's 
Cup  ("Authority")  as  well  as  a  Northern  Waterfront  Alternative  to  the  HCA 
involving  the  use  of  Piers  19-29  as  potential  event  venues  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  approval,  and,  if  so  approved,  authorized  the  Port 
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Executive  Director  to  execute  a  final  host  city  agreement  which  may 
include  a  Northern  Waterfront  Alternative  involving  the  use  of  Piers  19-29 
as  potential  venues;  and 

WHEREAS,   Under  the  Northern  Waterfront  Alternative  of  HCA,  a  core  and  shell  of  a 
cruise  terminal  would  be  built  at  Pier  27  for  use  as  a  temporary  event 
space  for  Authority's  use  and  thereafter  improvements  would  be 
completed  for  use  as  a  cruise  terminal  and  would  require  an  accelerated 
design  and  construction  schedule  and  an  Authority  financial  contribution  to 
the  Pier  27  core  and  shell  building;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  and  its  Design 
Team  to  initiate  schematic  design  on  Scheme  B2,  an  option  that  would 
create  a  new  96,000  square  foot  terminal  building  at  Pier  27  to 
accommodate  the  accelerated  design  and  construction  schedule 
necessary  should  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approve  the  Northern 
Waterfront  Alternative. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of  December  14,  2010. 


Secretary 


•19- 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 


MARCH  22,  2011 
MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

APR -8  2011 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
HON.  KIMBERLY  BRANDON,  PRESIDENT 
HON.  ANN  LAZARUS,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
HON.  FRANCIS  X.  CROWLEY 
HON.  LESLIE  KATZ 


MONIQUE  MOYER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
AMY  QUESADA,  COMMISSION  SECRETARY 


CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 

MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 
MARCH  22,2011 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

Commission  President  Kimberly  Brandon  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  2:35 
p.m.  The  following  Commissioners  were  present:  Kimberly  Brandon,  Ann 
Lazarus,  Francis  X.  Crowley  and  Leslie  Katz. 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES    -     March  8,  2011 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Crowley 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  the  minutes  of 
the  March  8,  201 1  meeting  were  adopted. 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Crowley 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

At  2:36  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  to  executive  session  to  discuss  the 
following: 

(1 )     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  AND  REAL  PROPERTY 
NEGOTIATOR.  -  This  is  specifically  authorized  under  California 
Government  Code  Section  54956.8.  This  session  is  closed  to  any 
non-Citv/Port  representative.* 

a.   Property:  AB  4052;  4111,  lots  3  and  4;  also  known  as  Pier  70 
Waterfront  Site,  located  near  the  intersection  of  22"^^  Street  and 
Illinois 

Person  Negotiating:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  and 
Development 

*Negotiating  Parties:  Forest  City  Development  California,  Mission 
Bay  Development  Group,  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners,  and 
TMG  Partners/the  Sobrato  Organization 

5.  RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

At  3:15  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  from  executive  session  and 
reconvened  in  open  session. 
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ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  made  a  motion  to  adjourn  executive  session 
and  reconvene  in  open  session;  Commissioner  Crowley  seconded  the 
motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  made  a  motion  not  to  disclose  any 
information  discussed  in  executive  session.  Commissioner  Crowley  seconded 
the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

6.  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  The  Commission  Secretary  announced  the  following: 

A.  Announcement  of  Prohibition  of  Sound  Producing  Devices  During  the 
Meeting 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound-producing 
electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the 
Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person (s) 
responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar 
sound-producing  electronic  device. 

B.  Announcement  of  Time  Allotment  For  Public  Comments 

A  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to  make  pertinent  public 
comments  on  each  agenda  item  unless  the  Port  Commission  adopts  a  shorter 
period  on  any  item. 

7.  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR'S  REPORT 

Executive  Director  Monique  Moyer  reported  that  Joey  Alioto,  co-proprietor  of 
Alioto's  #8,  passed  away  on  March  21 ,  201 1 .  Joey  has  had  a  long  bout  with 
cancer.  There  will  be  a  funeral  mass  for  him  on  Wednesday,  March  30,  201 1  at 
10:15  a.m.  at  St.  Peter's  and  Paul  in  North  Beach.  We  extend  our  condolences  to 
his  wife  Judy,  his  kids  and  the  Alioto  family. 

8.  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

A.     Informational  presentation  on  Schematic  Design  for  the  James  R.  Herman 
Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  at  Pier  27. 

Kim  von  Blohn,  Project  Director,  indicated  that  in  December  2010,  the  Port 
Commission  approved  initiation  of  design  work  on  Scheme  2B,  an  option  to 
create  a  96,000  s.f.  two  story  terminal.  Ryan  Stevens  and  Peter  Pfau  of  the 
joint  venture  KMD/Pfau  Long  design  team  will  present  the  schematic  design 
of  the  cruise  terminal  and  the  Northeast  wharf  plaza.  Dan  Hodapp  from  the 
Port's  Planning  &  Development  division  will  discuss  the  public  outreach 
process  staff  has  undertaken  to  inform  the  public.  Concurrent  with  the  Port 
Commission's  approval  to  commence  schematic  design  of  the  terminal,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  City's  bid  to  host  the  34'^  America's  Cup 
(AC34)  in  San  Francisco.  This  presented  a  win-win  situation  for  the  project. 
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Under  the  Host  &  Venue  Agreement,  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  will 
be  responsible  for  the  demolition  of  Pier  27,  29  and  relocation  of  the  shore 
power  system.  The  City  would  then  construct  the  core  and  shell  of  the  cruise 
terminal.  Subject  to  completion  of  the  environmental  review  under  CEQA, 
certification  of  the  final  EIR  and  approval  of  the  AC34  project  by  the  end  of 
201 1 ,  the  first  phase  of  the  site  work  will  commence  in  early  201 2  and  consist 
of  demolition  of  Pier  27,  the  north  part  of  Pier  29  and  finally  construction  of 
the  core  and  shell  of  the  terminal  building.  The  AC34  event  will  be  the  first  of 
many  special  events  which  would  eventually  help  fund  the  project.  After  the 
conclusion  of  the  race,  the  Port  will  begin  the  second  phase  to  build  out  the 
remaining  portions  of  the  cruise  terminal  building  which  includes  the  Customs 
Border  Patrol,  the  security  rooms  and  the  security  detection  systems.  We  will 
install  the  specialized  marine  equipment  which  includes  a  mobile  gangway 
system,  new  special  bollards  for  the  larger  sized  ships  and  a  floating  fender 
system.  In  addition,  the  Northeast  wharf  plaza  will  be  completed  as  well  as 
the  ground  transportation  area. 

Peter  Pfau  indicated  that  Pier  27,  a  long  shed  which  is  a  non-historic 
structure,  will  be  demolished.  In  the  center  of  the  triangle,  referred  to  as  the 
valley,  will  become  the  ground  transportation  area  (GTA).  Adjacent  to  that  is 
Pier  29  which  will  be  partially  demolished  by  the  America's  Cup  Authority.  The 
front  of  the  site  is  removed  and  dedicated  to  the  Northeast  Wharf  plaza,  a 
significant  public  amenity  that  will  connect  to  a  series  of  parks  and  walking 
promenade  of  the  Embarcadero.  The  terminal  locates  itself  on  the  site  in 
relation  to  the  ships.  There's  been  a  great  deal  of  analysis  of  the  different 
vessels  that  call  at  the  Port  and  careful  positioning  of  the  terminal  and  the 
gang  plank  in  relation  to  the  fleet  of  ships  that  would  call  at  the  Port.  To 
understand  the  working  of  the  building,  there  are  two  modes:  Debarkation 
mode  where  people  arrive  by  vessel.  They  come  into  the  upper  floor  of  the 
building  and  the  second  floor  has  a  screening  area.  The  passengers  will 
come  off  the  gang  plank  into  the  Customs  Border  Protection  (CBP)  area 
where  they  are  screened  just  as  they  would  at  the  airport.  They  go  down  an 
escalator  and  arrive  at  the  baggage  handling  area.  The  baggage  handling  is 
done  manually.  There  are  no  conveyor  belts  like  the  airport.  They  lay  it  down 
and  they  will  be  directed  to  their  baggage.  At  the  end  of  the  concept  phase, 
they  chose  a  larger  laydown  area  that  addresses  the  4,000  passenger 
vessels  that  will  call  at  the  Port.  People  will  proceed  out  into  the  GTA  just  like 
at  the  airport.  They  will  engage  private  vehicles,  cabs,  busses  to  connect  with 
the  city.  Embarkation  mode  -  they  arrive  from  the  neck  of  Embarcadero.  The 
transportation  neck  at  the  Embarcadero  is  quite  slim.  That  is  a  product  of  an 
effort  to  minimize  the  impact  of  traffic  in  the  Embarcadero.  A  great  deal  of 
traffic  study  has  been  done.  Private  vehicles  can  drop  off  passengers  directly 
in  front  of  the  building.  The  lobby  is  directly  forward  on  the  site  next  to  the 
Northeast  Wharf  Plaza.  Baggage  would  be  taken  to  the  back  of  the  building 
by  baggage  handlers.  People  would  go  directly  up  to  the  second  level  where 
security  screening  takes  place  and  into  the  yellow  waiting  area  before 
boarding  the  vessel.  Both  of  these  spaces  (upstairs  and  downstairs)  have 
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also  been  optimized  for  event  use.  There  is  a  consideration  of  how  these 
spaces  can  also  be  used  for  those  days  of  the  year  when  the  cruise  terminal 
is  not  in  operation.  This  offers  large  open  spaces  that  are  beneficial  for  event 
rental  use. 

Developing  the  design,  they  start  from  thinking  about  the  base  of  the  building 
as  a  working  Port  building  as  part  of  the  working  waterfront.  It  has  forklifts, 
loading  stuff  in  and  out  of  it.  It's  a  high  use  area.  That's  the  starting  point  for 
the  design  as  a  working  base  for  the  building.  They  see  that  as  a  connecting 
in  language  to  some  of  the  working  piers  which  have  a  pattern  of  doors.  They 
have  a  horizontal  siding  that  relates  to  the  horizontal  siding  of  some  of  the 
wood  building  in  the  area  and  give  some  pattern  to  the  skin  of  the  building. 
We  transformed  the  building  to  receive  passengers.  It's  about  people  arriving 
and  leaving  the  city.  It's  about  maximizing  the  views  towards  the  bay,  which 
are  exciting  views  towards  the  vessel  that's  arrived  and  also  maximizing 
views  back  towards  the  city  which  are  quite  exceptional  from  the  site.  Above 
the  working  base  is  "where-the-people-are-zone,"  which  is  very  glassy  and 
it's  all  about  the  transportation  experience  and  connecting  the  waterfront  and 
the  city. 

On  top  of  that  is  the  roof,  a  concept  design  that  shows  a  simpler  flat  roof.  One 
of  the  things  extremely  important  to  this  building  is  that  not  only  does  it  have 
four  facades  that  relate  to  the  urban  environment  around  it  but  it  also  has  the 
5^^  faQade  which  is  very  visible  from  the  hills  of  San  Francisco  looking  down 
on  it.  It's  important  that  the  building  be  beautiful  from  above  as  well  as  down 
the  street  level.  It's  important  to  create  a  minimum  LEED  silver  building  but 
are  hoping  to  achieve  better  than  that.  Day  lighting  is  extremely  important  to 
minimize  the  needs  of  electrical  and  lighting  systems.  We  are  looking  at  rain 
water  harvesting  on  the  site.  It's  possible  that  the  roof  can  be  shaped  in  a  way 
that  will  allow  rain  water  harvesting  and  showcase  that  as  a  part  of  the 
building  so  people  can  see  that  we  are  harvesting  water  and  using  that  to 
water  the  park.  One  of  the  great  opportunities  at  the  site  is  for  on-site  power 
generation.  We  are  hoping  to  work  with  PUG  to  make  it  possible.  We  began 
to  think  about  the  roof  as  something  that  has  some  movement  to  it  much  like 
the  ocean  nearby  that  has  a  flowing  form.  That  could  help  with  the  drainage 
needed  for  rain  water  harvesting  which  makes  a  cost  effective  roof.  There  are 
two  pieces  of  the  roof  that  move  slightly  differently  that  mimics  the  motion  of 
the  water  in  the  bay  which  leads  to  the  roof  form  in  the  schematic  design. 
There  are  two  roof  forms  split  apart  allowing  light  to  the  upper  area  which  is 
both  the  waiting  area  and  the  view  area  or  an  event  space.  You  can  get  a 
sense  of  that  looking  from  the  valley  towards  the  building.  It  creates  a  rain  fly 
for  the  GTA  allowing  people  to  get  in  and  out  of  vehicle  on  a  rainy  day. 

Ryan  Stevens  indicated  that  the  next  component  of  the  project  is  related  to 
the  overall  site  development.  At  the  end  of  the  concept  design  phase,  they 
talked  about  a  number  of  different  alternatives  to  develop  the  overall  site.  In 
addition  to  the  GTA,  there  is  a  large  public  open  space.  They've  considered 
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several  different  ways  of  thinking  about  public  open  space  and  each  of  them 
tries  to  create  a  front  for  the  building  as  well  as  a  public  amenity  along  the 
Embarcadero.  They've  chosen  the  second  scheme,  previously  called  the 
triangle,  which  provides  the  state  mandated  public  open  space,  a  large  green 
area  along  the  Embarcadero  labeled  as  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  and 
organizes  the  buildings  around  those  elements.  The  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  is 
a  large  green  area,  ample  enough  to  have  a  variety  of  activities  in  it  such  as 
pickup  games,  etc.  Centered  around  the  building  is  a  major  plaza.  Part  of  the 
overall  plan  is  to  connect  the  building  back  to  Embarcadero  and  create  a  true 
front  door  for  the  building.  At  the  same  time,  recognizing  that  the  building  has 
multiple  sides.  While  it  has  a  front  portion  of  the  building  that  faces  towards 
the  green,  the  GTA  area  and  the  arrival  sequence  is  very  much  part  of  the 
experience  of  approaching  the  building.  There  is  a  notion  that  the  public  plaza 
would  extend  back  through  along  the  face  of  the  building  in  the  area  which 
during  cruise  days  is  used  as  a  drop  off  area.  In  situations  where  the  building 
is  not  being  used  as  a  cruise  terminal,  it  has  a  potential  of  being  used  for 
other  kinds  of  functions.  Also  it  serves  to  connect  the  front  portion  of  the  site 
back  to  the  water's  edge. 

They  considered  the  belt  line  building  and  its  role  in  the  overall  composition  of 
the  face  along  the  Embarcadero.  They  talked  about  the  area  and  the  zone 
around  that  building  and  called  it  the  belt  line  plaza  area.  There's  an 
opportunity  around  and  adjacent  the  belt  line  building  to  create  a  sense  of 
activity,  with  a  little  bit  more  intimacy.  There  is  an  opportunity  to  house  other 
kinds  of  functions  as  time  goes  on  ranging  from  areas  that  might  be  nothing 
more  than  gathering  places  and  shelter  as  well  as  possibly  other  venues  in 
the  future.  A  big  component  of  this  is  the  GTA  area,  the  valley,  envisioning 
ways  to  create  a  sense  of  place  there.  This  will  take  on  many  different  uses 
during  moments  when  it  isn't  in  operation  as  the  cruise  ship  terminal.  This  is 
an  area  where  the  busses  will  be  located  and  yet  it's  a  very  important  element 
of  this  site.  There  will  be  a  very  large  open  space,  green  area  facing  the 
Embarcadero.  There  will  be  a  series  of  plaza  areas  that  are  connected  to  the 
building  and  back  to  the  Embarcadero  and  the  entire  composition  extends  its 
way  back  to  the  water's  edge  in  the  back  and  hopefully  ties  in  the  entire  site 
together.  Kim  showed  a  rendering  of  the  rocket  at  the  beginning  of  his 
presentation.  The  rocket  ship  is  a  notion  that  somewhere  along  the  line  there 
might  be  some  component  of  public  art  that  plays  a  role  in  the  overall 
composition  of  this  project. 

Peter  Pfau  indicated  that  when  a  ship  is  in  port,  the  poles  adjacent  to  the  ship 
will  have  a  fence  that  will  be  secured  providing  a  secured  perimeter  that  CBP 
requires.  On  non-cruise  days  that  could  be  open  and  public  access  could  be 
provided  along  the  apron. 

Ryan  Stevens  showed  a  series  of  images  of  the  building  in  that  context.  It 
shows  the  lobby  area  where  people  enter  the  building  and  proceed  up  to  the 
upper  floor  for  the  disembarkation  process.  The  operable  gates  will  be  closed 
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during  cruise  operations  and  can  fold  back  that  can  provide  a  good 
connection  between  tlie  waterfront  and  the  plaza. 

Peter  Pfau  indicated  that  the  baggage  handling  area  in  its  life  as  an  events 
place  has  a  potential  in  the  ground  floor  to  open  up  and  engage  the  public 
parks  space.  There's  a  notion  about  the  whole  building  being  able  to  connect 
to  that  use. 

Ryan  Stevens  showed  a  picture  showing  a  view  of  the  building  and  its 
relationship  to  the  ship  and  the  plaza. 

Peter  Pfau  noted  that  the  object  sitting  in  front  of  the  lobby  is  a  series  of 
barrels  that  contain  the  rain  water  harvested  from  the  roof.  People  in  the 
lobby  will  be  able  to  see  one  of  the  sustainable  features  of  the  building. 

Dan  Hodapp  provided  an  update  on  the  presentations  to  the  public  on  the 
cruise  terminal  and  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  project.  Port  staff  and  the 
consultant  design  team  presented  the  concept  design  to  the  Port  Commission 
in  July  201 0.  That  was  followed  up  with  a  public  workshop.  Staff  sent  out 
3700  invites  and  had  a  good  turnout.  A  steering  committee  meeting  was  held 
and  staff  spoke  to  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  about  the  project.  They 
listened  to  the  public  and  learned  a  lot  of  things.  The  presentation  today 
reflects  some  of  the  changes  and  some  of  the  development  that  have  been 
made  since  that  time.  In  December  2010,  the  Port  Commission  approved  the 
design  team  proceeding  with  the  schematic  design  phase.  In  the  next  couple 
of  months,  we  plan  to  publicly  present  the  project  to  the  cruise  terminal 
steering  committee.  We  will  be  doing  architectural  design  review  with  the 
Port's  Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee  and  BCDC's  Design  Review 
Board  at  a  joint  meeting  tentatively  scheduled  for  May  9,  201 1 .  We  will  again 
be  holding  a  public  workshop  tentatively  scheduled  in  early  June.  We  will 
keep  our  CAC  up  to  date  with  information  in  the  process  and  informing  them 
of  the  best  places  to  do  public  comments  on  this  project.  We  anticipate 
coming  back  to  the  Port  Commission  in  April  to  request  approval  to  proceed 
with  the  next  phase  of  the  design  known  as  design  development  and  to 
review  project  budget.  At  the  completion  of  the  design  phase,  we  will  again 
present  the  project  to  the  Port  Commission  to  see  where  we've  come  and 
how  we're  proceeding  as  we  move  along. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  asked  about  the  roof.  As  Mr.  Pfau  referred  to  the  fact 
that  there  are  amazing  views  from  down  there,  she  asked  if  any  thought  was 
given  or  is  there  any  ability  to  make  the  roof  accessible  or  is  it  going  to  largely 
serve  the  functional  purpose  of  rain  water  collection,  etc. 

Peter  Pfau  replied  that  they  had  a  fairly  amount  of  discussion  on  that  subject. 
One  of  their  constraints  is  that  they  are  working  with  an  existing  pier  structure 
and  only  have  a  certain  capacity  that  can  be  transferred  to  the  substructure. 
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When  they  started  thinking  about  creating  the  loading  of  a  walking  or  park 
surface  out  there,  it's  not  something  that  is  practical. 

Dan  Hodapp  indicated  that  there  is  a  two-level  terminal  for  most  of  the 
terminal.  There  is  one  section  where  it  is  only  a  one-level  building.  There  is  a 
space  on  the  northern  end,  further  out  of  the  terminal  where  it  is  one  level 
where  the  second  level  space  walks  outdoors  or  it  has  the  ability.  It's  not  in 
the  plans  right  now  because  of  the  budget  we're  working  with  but  it's  being 
designed  so  that  if  the  team  decides  it's  a  good  thing  to  proceed  with,  it  could 
have  an  outdoor  deck  on  the  second  level  that  accesses  the  waiting  area 
which  also  gets  used  for  special  events.  There  is  a  possibility  to  do  that  in  the 
project.  It  is  not  included  in  the  project  budget  at  the  moment  but  it  is  being 
set  up  to  accommodate  it. 

Peter  Pfau  added  that  it's  in  a  great  location  with  a  view  out  towards  the  bay. 

Commissioner  Katz  asked  about  the  size  of  the  waiting  area  that's  also 
envisioned  as  an  event  space.  Peter  Pfau  replied  that  it's  about  20,000  s.f. 

Going  back  to  Commissioner  Lazarus'  earlier  point  of  having  the  second 
deck,  Commissioner  Crowley  asked  for  confirmation  that  the  load  capacity  is 
there  but  just  in  a  smaller  version.  Peter  Pfau  replied  that's  the  case  where 
we  only  have  a  single  floor  so  that  we  are  not  loading  two  floors. 

In  terms  of  the  narrow  ingress  and  egress  for  cars,  Commissioner  Katz  asked 
if  that's  the  only  location  where  that  could  take  place.  The  reason  she  asked 
is  that  there  looks  like  a  traffic  signal  at  the  other  side. 

Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  the  vehicle  entrance  and  exit  is  located  along  the 
Embarcadero  at  one  location  and  was  done  very  intentionally.  It's  not  located 
at  an  intersection.  This  is  something  we've  learned  from  the  review  of  other 
projects  along  the  waterfront  both  from  the  previous  Mills  project  and  the 
Exploratorium  project.  We've  had  a  lot  of  public  input  on  those  projects  about 
maintaining  safety  for  pedestrians,  cyclists  and  not  stopping  traffic  to  the 
maximum  extent.  This  particular  entry  and  exit  is  designed  to  be  right  turn  in, 
right  turn  out.  It's  controlled  by  a  person  standing  there  with  an  orange  vest 
on;  there's  no  high  tech  crosswalks.  It  does  not  interrupt  the  Embarcadero 
promenade.  It's  not  a  driveway  cut  through  it.  It's  a  condition  where  vehicles 
mount  over  the  promenade,  where  someone  is  standing  there  whenever  a 
ship  is  in  or  whenever  a  significant  event  is  going  on.  After  looking  at  many 
different  options  for  how  to  control  traffic,  whether  it's  blinking  lights,  arms 
come  down,  controlled  intersections,  this  is  what  it  came  back  to.  It  was  partly 
in  response  to  if  we  did  the  entrance  at  a  signalized  intersection  when  the 
light  turns  green  for  vehicles  exiting  the  terminal,  they  don't  see  pedestrians, 
they  just  go.  We  were  concerned  that  we  are  setting  up  for  an  accident  in  that 
case.  This  has  been  reviewed  by  traffic  engineers  from  DPT  and  DPW. 
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Commissioner  Brandon  asked  about  the  budget.  As  far  as  the  current 
expense,  she  asked  if  we  are  still  in  line  since  the  last  presentation  was  made 
or  has  the  budget  increased. 

Kim  von  Blohn  replied  that  we  didn't  present  the  budget  at  this  time.  The  last 
budget  was  presented  in  December  2010,  a  copy  of  that  staff  report  is 
attached  to  the  current  staff  report.  We've  just  completed  the  schematic 
design  and  we're  just  going  through  the  initial  review  of  the  cost  estimate.  It's 
too  early  to  comment  whether  it's  going  up  or  down  at  this  point. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  we  found  any  additional  money  for  the 
project. 

Ms.  Moyer  replied  that  the  answer  is  no  and  added  that  we've  asked 
additional  sources  but  we  have  not  received  a  yes  yet. 

Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  the  demolition  of  a  portion  of  Pier  29  is 
different  from  the  last  presentation.  She  asked  why  the  decision  was  made  to 
demolish  part  of  Pier  29. 

Kim  von  Blohn  replied  that  the  demolition  of  a  portion  of  Pier  29  is  part  of  the 
AC34  program.  Their  plan  at  the  north  end  of  the  facility  is  to  have  a  spectator 
area  for  the  start  and  finish  line  of  the  race.  Pier  27  is  their  plan  for  the 
beginning  and  the  end  of  the  race.  It's  a  beautiful  area  they've  created  out 
there  and  it  gives  the  Port  some  opportunity  for  future  use  of  that  space. 

Commissioner  Katz  asked  about  the  complimentary  use  with  the  America's 
Cup  if  there  any  aspects  of  design  that  would  make  sense  to  incorporate  for 
America's  Cup  or  not. 

Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  the  project  is  being  accelerated  to  accommodate 
America's  Cup  and  the  shed  at  the  end  of  Pier  27,  the  remainder  of  which  we 
originally  didn't  anticipate  pulling  down  is  being  removed  for  that  spectator 
function  and  the  squaring  off  of  Pier  29  at  the  end.  The  end  of  Pier  29  had  a 
historic  structure  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  District  and  had  already 
been  compromised  back  in  the  60's  when  the  shed  for  Pier  27  was  added  on. 
It's  being  squared  off  in  a  manner  that  we  hoped  to  be  consistent  with  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  Standards.  That  area  is  being  cleared.  That's  the 
accommodation  that's  being  made  out  there.  With  regards  to  the  actual 
construction  of  the  terminal,  there  is  nothing  being  done  differently  to  the 
terminal  specifically  for  the  America's  Cup.  Rather,  it's  being  put  there  for 
their  use  at  that  time.  They  may  request  some  minor  additions  with  utilities 
and  other  things  which  we  will  ask  them  to  finance.  We  have  been  meeting 
with  them  to  ascertain  if  anything  may  need  to  happen  to  the  project  for  that 
use. 
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Monique  Moyer  added  that  everything  we're  talking  about  is  all  speculative 
because  we  are  just  now  embarking  on  environmental  review.  Those  two 
projects  have  been  joined  and  both  have  to  undergo  environmental  review. 
What  we  are  proposing,  even  including  the  back  of  Pier  29,  will  be  analyzed 
according  to  the  CEQA  process.  There  are  still  changes  that  could  come  out 
of  that  process.  The  schematic  design  is  something  that  we  would  like  to 
show  the  Commission  so  it  can  be  analyzed  as  part  of  the  CEQA  process. 

9.  NEW  BUSINESS 

10.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

11.  ADJOURNMENT 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Katz  moved  approval  to  adjourn  the  meeting  in 
memory  of  Joey  Alioto;  Commissioner  Lazarus  seconded  the  motion.  All  of 
the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

Commission  President  Brandon  adjourned  the  meeting  at  3:48  p.m. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 

Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 

Francis  X.  Crowley,  Commissioner 

Lesiie  Katz,  Commissioner 

IVIonique  Moyer,  Executive  Director  Amy  Quesada,  Commission  Secretary 

Phone:  415-274-0400;  Fax:  415-274-0412    Phone:  415-274-0406;  Fax:  415-274-0412 

AGENDA 

TUESDAY,  APRIL  12,  2011 

2:00  P.IVJ.  CLOSED  SESSION 

3:15  P.IVI.  OPEN  SESSION 

PORT  COMMISSION  HEARING  ROOM,  SECOND  FLOOR 

FERRY  BUILDING,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA94111 

PLEASE  NOTE  THE  TIME  OF  THE  MEETING 


The  Port  Commission  Agenda  as  well  as  Staff  Reports/Explanatory  Documents  available 
to  the  public  and  provided  to  the  Commission  are  posted  on  the  Port's  Website  at 
www.sfDort.com.  The  agenda  packet  is  also  available  at  the  Pier  1  Reception  Desk. 

If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Port 
Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Port  Commission  Secretary's  office  located  at  Pier  1  during 
normal  office  hours. 


04-08-1  1  POT :47    RCVD 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES    -     March  22,  2011  GOVERNMENT 

DOCUMENTS  DEFT 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

APR -8  2011 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

A      X,  *  P,  *^,     t   K  M   .      ^         •  SAN  FRANCISCO 

A.     Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session.  di  idi  ir^  i  idraox/ 

rUbLIU  LlDnAnY 

An  Executive  Session  has  been  calendared  to  discuss  the  following  matters: 

(1)     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  REGARDING  EXISTING 
LITIGATION  MATTERS  (Discussion  and  Action) 

a.   Discuss  existing  litigation  matters  pursuant  to  California 
Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a)  and  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  Section  67.10(d): 
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•  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  by  and  through  its  Port 
Commission  vs.  Carl  Ernst.  Jr..  an  individual  and  Does  1  to  10: 
Superior  Court  of  California,  County  of  San  Francisco  (CUD  09- 
631352) 

•  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  v.  Carl  Ernst.  Jr..  and  Pier  38 
Maritime  Recreation  Center.  Inc.:  Superior  Court  of  California. 
County  of  San  Francisco  (Case  No.  CUD-07-621476) 

•  Carl  Ernst.  Jr.  vs.  Monique  Mover.  The  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission.  The  Port  of  San  Francisco:  The  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  and  Does  1  through  20:  Superior  Court  of 
California,  County  of  San  Francisco  (CUD  10-501887) 

•  In  re  Pier  38  Maritime  Recreation  Center.  Inc.  (Debtor).  U.S. 
Bankruptcy  Court.  Northern  District  of  California.  San  Francisco 
Division.  Chapter  7  (Case  No.  07-31444  DM),  and  Pier  38 
Maritime  Recreation  Center.  Inc.  and  Carl  Ernst  Jr.  v.  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco:  Port  Commission  of  San  Francisco 
(Adversary  Proceeding  No.  07-31443).  and  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  by  and  through  its  Port  Commission  v.  Andrea  A. 
Wirum.  Trustee  of  the  Bankruptcy  Estate  of  Pier  38  Maritime 
Recreation  Center.  Inc.  and  related  counterclaim  Andrea  Wirum. 
Trustee  v.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (Adversary 
Proceeding  No.  10-3271) 

(2)     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  AND  REAL  PROPERTY 
NEGOTIATOR.  -This  is  specifically  authorized  under  California 
Government  Code  Section  54956.8.  This  session  is  closed  to  any 
non-Citv/Port  representative.* 

a.   Property:  Piers  19,  23,  26,  27,  28,  29,  29y2 ,  30-32,  80,  Piers  14- 
22y2,  32-36  and  54  water  areas  and  Seawall  Lot  330 
Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Jonathan  Stern,  Assistant  Deputy 
Director,  Planning  and  Development,  and  Brad  Benson,  Special 
Projects  Manager 

*Negotiating  Parties:  America's  Cup  Event  Authority.  LLC: 
Stephen  Barclay,  Craig  Thompson  and  Patrick  Jost 

Under  Negotiations: Price ^Terms  of  Payment    X    Both 

An  executive  session  has  been  calendared  to  give  direction  to 
staff  regarding  real  estate  negotiations  for  Port  property  located 
at  Piers  19,  23,  26,  27,  28,  29,  29y2,  30-32,  80,  Piers  14-22y2, 
32-36  and  54  water  areas  and  Seawall  Lot  330. 
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5.     RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

A.  Possible  report  on  actions  taken  in  closed  session  pursuant  to 
Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code  Section  67.12. 

B.  Vote  in  open  session  on  whether  to  disclose  any  or  all  executive  session 
discussions  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.12. 

6.  ANNOUNCEMENTS 

A.  Announcement  of  Prohibition  of  Sound  Producing  Devices  During  the 
Meeting 

Please  be  advised  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting. 
Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting 
room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

B.  Announcement  of  Time  Allotment  For  Public  Comments 

Please  be  advised  that  a  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  on  each  agenda  item  unless  the  Port 
Commission  adopts  a  shorter  period  on  any  item. 

7.  EXECUTIVE 

A.     Executive  Director's  Report 

•  Opening  of  Salmon  Season  -  April  2,  201 1 

•  San  Francisco  Heritage  Soiree/Port  City  Presentation  -  April  9,  201 1 

•  201 1  San  Francisco  Business  Times  Awards: 

-  America's  Cup,  Deal  of  the  Year 

-  Michael  Cohen,  Deal  Maker  of  the  Year 

-  Exploratorium,  Finalist,  Best  Private/Public  Deal  of  the  Year 

-  Pier  24  Pilara  Collection,  Finalist,  Best  Rehabilitation/Renovation  Deal 
of  the  Year 

-  Lafitte,  Best  New  Restaurant,  San  Francisco 

•  Earth  Day -April  22,  2011 

•  Disney  Cruise  Line  6  New  Port  Calls:  May  1 5-1 6,  201 0;  September  1 3-1 4, 
1 8-1 9,  &  25-26,  201 2,  October  2-3  &  9-1 0,  201 2 

•  Update  on  the  Downtown  San  Francisco  Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 
Project 
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B.     Request  approval  to  execute  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  ("BCDC") 
for  staffing  costs  associated  with  the  Port  of  San  Francisco's  proposed 
amendment  to  the  BCDC  Special  Area  Plan  for  the  San  Francisco 
Waterfront  for  the  proposed  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  the  34*'^ 
America's  Cup.  (Resolution  No.  11-23) 

8.  CONSENT 

A.  Request  authorization  to  amend  contract  with  Langan  Engineering  and 
Environmental  Services,  Inc.  to  provide  additional  environmental  investigation 
and  related  consulting  services  for  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan  Area,  and  to 
increase  the  contract  amount  by  $387,697  (or  22.5%)  to  $1 ,719,969,  with  no 
change  to  contract  term.  (Resolution  No.  11-16) 

B.  Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  2727,  Pier  43  Bay  Trail 
Link  Project,  to  Vortex  Marine  Construction,  Inc.  in  the  amount  of  $6,383,000, 
and  to  create  a  contract  contingency  fund  of  10%  of  the  contract  amount  (or 
$638,300)  for  unanticipated  contingencies.  (Resolution  No.  11-17) 

C.  Request  authorization  to  execute  an  amendment  to  the  design  and 
engineering  services  contract  with  Gerwick/SDE  JV  for  the  Pier  43  Bay 
Trail  Link  Project  increasing  the  contract  amount  by  the  sum  of  $106,945 
to  $853,428,  and  for  a  contract  contingency  fund  of  10%  of  the 
remaining  contract  amount  of  $107,700  (or  $10,770).  (Resolution  No. 
11-18) 

D.  Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2741 ,  Marine 
Structural  Projects  III,  to  West  Bay  Builders,  Inc.,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$1 ,325,000,  and  authorization  for  a  10%  contingency  fund  of  $132,500. 
(Resolution  No.  11-19) 

E.  Request  approval  of  resolution  authorizing  the  Port  Executive  Director  to 
execute  a  revised  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  the  Controller 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  reimburse  the  Port  for  revenue  lost 
due  to  hosting  the  34*  America's  Cup.  (Resolution  No.  1 1  -20) 

9.  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

A.     Request  approval  to  award  the  Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  development 
opportunity  to  Forest  City  Development  California,  Inc.  and  to  enter  into 
exclusive  negotiations  for  a  lease  and  development  agreement  of  25  acres  to 
achieve  the  objectives  specified  in  the  Port's  August  30,  2010  development 
solicitation  for  the  site.  (Resolution  No.  1 1-21) 
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B.     Request  approval  to  enter  into  a  First  Amended  IVIemorandum  of 

Understanding  ("Amended  MOU")  for  Design  Development  with  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  to  extend  the  scope  of 
work  from  Schematic  Design  through  Design  for  the  Pier  27  James  R. 
Herman  Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  ("Project"); 
and 

Request  approval  to  increase  fees  for  the  design  contract  with  the  joint 
venture  of  Kaplan,  McLaughlin,  Diaz  and  Pfau  Long  Architecture  in  the 
amount  not  to  exceed  $1 ,950,161  to  extend  the  Project  scope  of  work 
from  Schematic  Design  through  Design  Development,  and  seek  an 
additional  authorization  for  a  ten  percent  contingency  in  the  amount  of 
$195,016  in  the  event  of  necessary  change  orders;  and  for  $264,893  for 
retroactive  design  costs  as  described  herein  for  a  total  contract 
authorization  of  $2,410,070;  and  to  extend  the  term  of  the  Agreement  to 
July  31,  2011  and; 

Request  approval  for  the  Port  staff  to  utilize  the  Integrated  Project 
Delivery  approach  for  the  procurement  of  Project  construction  services; 
and  authorize  DPW  to  advertise  for  a  Construction  Manager/General 
Contractor  for  this  purpose.  (Resolution  No.  11-22) 

10.  MARITIME 

A.     Informational  presentation  on  the  Port's  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy. 

11.  NEW  BUSINESS 

12.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

Public  comment  is  permitted  on  any  matter  within  Port  jurisdiction  and  is  not  limited 
to  agenda  items.  Public  comment  on  non-agenda  items  may  be  raised  during  New 
Business/Public  Comment.  A  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  before  action  is  taken  on  any  agenda  item  and 
during  the  new  business/public  comment  period.  It  is  strongly  recommended  that 
public  comments  be  submitted  in  writing  so  they  can  be  distributed  to  the 
Commissioners  for  their  review.  Please  fill  out  a  speaker  card  and  hand  it  to  the 
Commission  Secretary.  If  you  have  any  question  regarding  the  agenda,  please 
contact  the  Commission  Secretary  at  274-0406. 

13.  ADJOURNMENT 
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FORWARD  CALENDAR  (Targeted  Commission  Meeting,  Subject  to  Change) 

•  Informational  presentation  of  the  Street  Pole  Banner  Criteria,  which  would  govern 
the  design,  placement,  and  fees  for  the  placement  of  street  pole  banners  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  (April  26,  201 1) 

•  Informational  hearing  on  City  implementation  of  the  Local  Hire  Program  (April  26, 
2011) 

•  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  and  accept  competitive  bids  for  the  Joint 
Operations  and  Security  Building  Project,  Contract  No.  2745  (April  26,  201 1) 

•  Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2746,  Five  Year 
Maintenance  Dredging  Project  (April  26,  2011) 

•  Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2732,  Mission  Bay 
Shoreline  Protection  for  Bayfront  Park  Project  (April  26,  201 1) 

•  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  construction  of 
Heron's  Head  Park  Improvement  Project,  Construction  Contract  No.  2749  (April  26, 
2011) 

•  Request  approval  of  a  ten-year  lease  (L-1 4956)  with  Paul  Johnson,  an 
individual,  dba  Monterey  Fish,  of  approximately  10,210  square  feet  of  shed 
space  for  fish  processing  and  wholesale  at  Pier  33  (April  26,  201 1 ) 

•  Request  approval  to  accept  and  expend  2007,  2008  and  2009  Supplemental  Federal 
Port  Security  Grant  Program  Funds  (April  26,  201 1) 

•  Request  approval  to  designate  an  Authorized  Agent  to  apply  for  and  accept  funds 
from  the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Disaster  Relief  and  Emergency  Assistance  Act  of  1988 
and  under  the  California  Disaster  Assistance  Act  (April  26,  201 1) 

•  Informational  update  on  the  Downtown  San  Francisco  Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 
Project(May  10,  2011) 

•  Informational  presentation  on  the  determination  of  Fiscal  Feasibility  for  the  James  R. 
Herman  Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  (May  10,  201 1) 

•  Informational  presentation  on  the  Seawall  Lot  337  development  project  (May  10, 
2011) 

•  Request  authorization  to  award,  subject  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approval,  a  five- 
year  lease  for  surface  parking  and  special  events  between  the  Port  of  San  Francisco 
and  China  Basin  Ballpark  Company,  LLC,  Lease  No.  L-1 4980  for  Seawall  Lot  337, 
Pier  48  and  portions  of  Terry  Francois  Boulevard  bounded  by  China  Basin  Channel, 
Third  Street,  Mission  Rock  Street,  and  San  Francisco  Bay  (May  10,  201 1) 

•  Request  approval  of  Lease  L-1 4495  with  Hornblower  Yachts,  Inc.,  a  California 
Corporation,  for  a  Term  of  Five  Years  with  One  Five-Year  Renewal  Option,  for 
premises  located  at  Pier  9  consisting  of  approximately  1 ,198  square  feet  of 
unimproved  pier  shed,  7,243  square  feet  of  apron  space  and  24,470  square  feet  of 
submerged  land  (May  10,  2011) 

•  Request  authorization  to  execute  contract  modification  with  Cochran,  Inc.  to  extend 
substantial  completion  date  by  an  additional  150  days,  to  March  30,  201 1 ,  for 
installation  of  a  shoreside  power  system  for  cruise  ships  at  Pier  27,  Contract  No. 
2722  (May  10,  2011) 

•  Request  authorization  for  the  Executive  Director  to  execute  an  Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Agreement  with  the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority  regarding 
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the  development  of  the  former  Naval  Station  Treasure  Island,  located  on  Yerba 

Buena  and  Treasure  Islands  (May  10,  2011) 

Informational  presentation  on  the  Proposed  Fiscal  Year  201 1  -1 2  Monthly  Rental 

Rate  Schedule,  Monthly  Parking  Stall  Rates,  and  Special  Event  and  Filming  Rates 

(May  24,  2011) 

Informational  Presentation  on  the  Draft  People  Plan  for  the  proposed  34*^  America's 

Cup  Event  (May  24,  2011) 

Request  approval  of  proposed  application  to  amend  the  San  Francisco  Bay 

Conservation  and  Development  Commission's  Special  Area  Plan  for  the  San 

Francisco  waterfront  for  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  the  34**^  America's  Cup 

(May  24,  2011) 

Request  approval  of  contract  award  of  the  Construction  Manager/General  Contractor 

for  the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  (May 

24,2011) 

Request  approval  of  professional  services  contract  with  Media  Relations  in 

preparation  for  the  Port  of  San  Francisco's  150th  Anniversary  in  2013  and  in 

anticipation  of  the  34'*^  America's  Cup  being  held  on  San  Francisco's  waterfront  in 

2013  for  Media  Relations  Services  (June  14,  2011) 

Request  approval  of  Second  Amended  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for 

Construction  Drawings  with  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  to  extend 

scope  of  work  from  Design  Development  to  Construction  Drawings  (July  12,  201 1) 

Request  for  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  for  Contract  No.  2744, 

Roundhouse  2  Heating,  Ventilation  and  Air  Conditioning  (HVAC)  Systems  Retrofit 

Project  (Date  to  be  determined) 

Request  approval  of  the  Port's  Interim  Leasing  Policy  for  Historic  Structures  (Date  to 

be  determined ) 


COMMUNICATIONS  TO  THE  PORT  COMMISSION  FROM  MARCH  18.  2011  TO 
APRIL?,  2011 

•  From  Dennis  MacKenzie,  regarding  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  Sports 
Management  Career  Pathway  Academy 

•  From  Monique  Moyer,  copy  of  a  letter  to  Judy  Alioto  in  memoriam  for  Joseph  "Joey" 
Alioto 

•  From  Monique  Moyer,  copy  of  a  letter  to  Nunzio  Alioto  in  memoriam  for  Joseph 
"Joey"  Alioto 

•  From  the  Potrero  Boosters  Neighborhood  Association,  copy  of  their  newsletter.  The 
Potrero  Community  Voice 
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APRIL7MAY2011 
CALENDAR  OF  UPCOMING  PORT  MEETINGS 


GROUP 
Closed  Session/Port  Commission 
Open  Session 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 
Open  Session 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 
Open  Session 


DATE 

TIME 

April  26 

2:00  p.m. 

3:15  p.m. 

May  10 

2:00  p.m. 

3:15  p.m. 

May  24 

2:00  p.m. 

3:15  p.m. 

NOTES: 

-OPEN  TO  THE  PUBLIC 

LOCATION 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 


The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  meets  regularly  on  the  second  and  fourth  Tuesday  of  the  month  at 
3:15  p.m.,  unless  otherwise  noticed.  The  Commission  Agenda  and  staff  reports  are  posted  on  the  Port's 
Website  @  www.sfport.com.  Contact  Amy  Quesada  at  274-0406.  The  Port  Commission  meetings  can  be 
viewed  online  at  http://sanfrancisco.qranicus.comA/iewPublisher.php?view_id=92.  The  Port  Commission 
meetings  are  also  broadcasted  on  the  2nd  &  4th  Thursday  of  the  month  at  9  p.m.  on  Comcast  Cable 
Channel  26  or  Astound  Cable  Channel  78  (formerly  RCN  Cable). 

The  Fisherman's  Wharf  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (FWWAG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis,  on 
the  third  Tuesday  of  the  month.  The  regular  meeting  time  and  place  is  9:00  a.m.  at  Scoma's  Restaurant, 
Pier  47  at  Fisherman's  Wharf.  Contact  Michael  Nerney  @  274-0416  or  michael.nerney@sfport.com 

Starting  January  21 ,  2010,  the  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory  Committee  (MCAC)  will  meet  every  other 
month,  on  the  third  Thursday  of  the  month,  from  1 1 :30  a.m.  to  1 :00  p.m.  @  Pier  1 .  Contact  Jim  Maloney 
@  274-0519  or  jim.maloney@sfport.com 

The  Mission  Bay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  on  the  2nd  Thursday  of  the  month  at  5:00  p.m.  at 
1700  Owens  Street,  2nd  Floor.  Parking  validation  is  available.  Contact  Catherine  Reilly,  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  at  catherine.reilly@sfgov.org. 

The  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (NEW AG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis  on  the  first 
Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5:00  p.m.  to  7:00  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  @  Pier  1 .  Contact 
Jonathan  Stern  @  274-0545  or  jonathan.stern@sfport.com 

The  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (CWAG)  meets  monthly  on  an  as-needed  basis,  generally  on  the 
third  Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5  to  7  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  at  Pier  1 .  Contact  Mark 
Paez  @  705-8674  or  mark.paez@sfport.com 

The  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  on  a  quarterly  basis  (the  FOURTH 
MONDAY  OF  JANUARY  AND  THIRD  MONDAYS  IN  APRIL,  JULY,  and  OCTOBER),  starting  at  5:00  p.m. 
at  the  South  Beach  Yacht  Club  (Pier  40  on  The  Embarcadero).  Contact  Catherine  Reilly,  Assistant 
Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency,  @  749-2516  or  Catherine.Reillv/REDEV/SFGOV(a)SFGOV 

The  Southern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (SWAC)  meets  every  last  Wednesday  of  the  month  from 
6:15  to  8:15  p.m.  Location  to  be  determined.  Contact  David  Beaupre  @  274-0539  or 
david.beaupre@sfport.com 

The  Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee  (WDAC)  meets  jointly  with  the  Design  Review  Board  of  the 
Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  on  the  first  Monday  of  the  month  at  BCDC,  50 
California  Street,  Rm.  2600,  at  6:30  p.m.  The  Committee  meets  as  needed  on  the  fourth  Monday  of  the 
month  at  6:30  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Cont.  Rm.  @  Pier  1 .  Contact  Dan  Hodapp  @  274-0625  or 
dan.hodapp@sfport.com 
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FERRY  BUILDING: 

The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  located  on  the  second  floor  of  the  Ferry 
Building.  The  main  public  entrance  is  from  the  west  (Embarcadero)  side  and  is  served 
by  a  bank  of  elevators  adjacent  to  the  historic  staircase.  Accessible  public  restrooms 
are  on  the  first  floor  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  building  as  well  as  on  the  second  floor 
across  the  lobby  from  the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room.  The  main  path  of  travel  to 
the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking 
Signs).  The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  Accessible 
seating  for  persons  with  disabilities  (including  those  using  wheelchairs)  is  available.  The 
closest  accessible  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  station  is  Embarcadero  located  at  Market  & 
Spear  Streets.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  the  Ferry  Building  area  are  the  F-Line,  9, 
31 ,  32  and  71 .  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  call  (415)  923- 
6142.  The  nearest  accessible  parking  is  provided  in  the  following  off-street  pay  lots: 

A)  3  spaces  in  the  surface  lot  on  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  at  Washington  St. 

B)  Hourly  and  valet  parking  in  the  Pier  3  lot.  This  lot  is  accessed  through  the  Pier  3 
bulkhead  building  entrance  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero.  This  lot  is  located 
on  the  pier  deck;  adjacent  to  the  ferry  boat  Santa  Rosa. 

Additional  covered  accessible  off-street  pay  parking  is  available  in  the  Golden  Gateway 
Garage,  which  is  bounded  by  Washington,  Clay,  Drumm  and  Battery  Streets.  Entrance 
is  on  Clay  St.  between  Battery  and  Front  Streets.  There  is  no  high-top  van  parking. 
Metered  street  parking  is  available  on  the  Embarcadero,  Washington,  Folsom  &  Drumm 
Streets. 

PIER1: 

The  Port's  fully  accessible  offices  are  in  the  west  end  of  Pier  1 .  There  are  two  public 
entrances;  the  main  entrance  on  the  west  (Embarcadero),  and  the  Port  History  walk 
entrance  on  the  south  apron.  Each  of  these  entrances  is  provided  with  an  automatically 
operated  door.  Both  entrances  lead  to  the  Bayside  conference  rooms.  Accessible 
public  restrooms,  drinking  fountains,  payphone  and  TTY  are  on  the  first  floor  near  the 
main  entrance.  The  public  spaces  of  the  Port's  offices  are  equipped  with  remote  infrared 
signage  (Talking  Signs)  identifying  all  primary  entrances,  paths  of  travel,  meeting  rooms 
and  amenities.  Accessible  seating  areas  and  assistive  listening  devices  will  be  available 
in  the  Bayside  Conference  rooms. 

Accessible  meeting  information  policy: 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies, 
environmental  illness,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at 
public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical 
based  products.  Please  help  the  City  to  accommodate  these  individuals. 

A  sign  language  interpreter  and  alternative  format  copies  of  meeting  agendas  and  other 
materials  can  be  provided  upon  request  made  at  least  72  hours  in  advance  of  any 
scheduled  meeting.  Contact  Wendy  Proctor,  Port's  ADA  Coordinator,  at  274-0592,  the 
Port's  TTY  number  is  (415)  274-0587. 
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Know  Your  Rights  Under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance: 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public. 
Commissions,  boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to 
conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are 
conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 
For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Chapter  67  of  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact 
Frank  Darby  by  mail:  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
Room  244,  San  Francisco  CA  94102-4689;  by  phone  at  (415)  554-7724;  by  fax  at  (415) 
554-7854  or  by  email  at  sotf@sfqov.orq.  Citizens  interested  in  obtaining  a  free  copy  of 
the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  request  a  copy  from  Mr.  Darby  or  by  printing  Chapter  67  of 
the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  on  the  Internet,  at 
http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine. 

NOTICES 

Prohibition  of  Ringing  of  Sound  Producing  Devices: 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic 
devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the 
removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person (s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a 
cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Regulrements: 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or 
administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  (SF 
Campaign  &  Government  Conduct  Code  Sections  §2.100  -  2.160)  to  register  and  report 
lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact 
the  San  Francisco  Ethics  Commission  at  30  Van  Ness,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102,  phone  (415)  581-2300  or  fax  (415)  581-2317;  web  site:  www.sfqov.orq/ethics. 
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PORTc 


SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


FROM: 


April  7,  201 1 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


Monique  Moyer 
Executive  Director 


/^M^ 


SUBJECT:    Request  approval  to  execute  a  Menriorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  ("BCDC")  for 
staffing  costs  associated  with  the  Port  of  San  Francisco's  proposed 
amendment  to  the  BCDC  Special  Area  Plan  for  the  San  Francisco 
Waterfront  for  the  proposed  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  the  34*' 
America's  Cup 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  the  Attached  Resolution 


ith 


Overview 

On  December  14,  2010,  the  Port  Commission  approved  a  concept  design  for  the  Port's 
proposed  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  located  along  The  Embarcadero  at  Pier 
27  ("Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal"). 

On  December  31 ,  2010,  the  Golden  Gate  Yacht  Club  designated  San  Francisco  as  host 


ith 


th 


city  for  the  34    America's  Cup  match  and  related  activities  ("AC34").  The  34 
America's  Cup  Host  and  Venue  Agreement  ("HVA")  by  and  among  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  the  America's  Cup  Organizing  Committee  ("ACOC")  and  the 
America's  Cup  Event  Authority,  LLC  ("Event  Authority")  was  fully  executed  and  became 
effective  on  January  4,  201 1 ,  subject  to  the  City's  environmental  review  of  the  AC34 
project  ("Project")  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA"),  certification 
of  an  environmental  impact  report,  and  approval  of  the  Project. 

Both  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  AC34,  as  currently  proposed,  require 
amendments  to  BCDC's  Special  Area  Plan  for  the  San  Francisco  Waterfront  ("Special 
Area  Plan"),  as  further  described  in  this  report.  The  attached  resolution  would  authorize 
Port  staff  to  execute  an  agreement  with  BCDC  to  fund  staffing  costs  associated  with 
processing  the  Port's  proposed  amendment  to  the  Special  Area  Plan  (SAP)  to  facilitate 
the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  AC34. 

This  Print  Covers  Calendar  Item  No.  7B 


Background 

The  Port  and  BCDC  have  a  long  history  of  planning  for  waterfront  improvements. 
Pursuant  to  the  McAteer-Petris  Act  and  the  federal  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act, 
BCDC  has  jurisdiction  over  San  Francisco  Bay,  the  100  foot  shoreline  band  and  most 
creeks,  rivers,  sloughs  and  other  tributaries  that  flow  into  San  Francisco  Bay.  BCDC 
policies  and  regulations  address  the  following  activities  on  Port  property  in  its 
jurisdiction: 

•  Placement  of  fill; 

•  Creating  maximum  feasible  public  access  as  part  of  waterfront  projects 

•  Creating  major  Bay  public  viewing  areas  in  designated  Open  Water  Basins  and 
Open  Water  Areas 

•  Building  or  repairing  floating,  pile-supported  or  cantilevered  structures  over  Bay 
waters 

•  Dredging,  excavating  or  disposing  of  material  in  the  Bay; 

•  Substantial  changes  in  use;  and 

•  Constructing,  remodeling  or  repairing  a  structure. 

As  described  in  a  BCDC  staff  report  to  its  Commission,  dated  February  18,  201 1 ,  and 
attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A: 

"On  July  20,  2000,  at  a  joint  meeting  with  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission, 
the  Commission  adopted  amendments  to  the  SAP,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Plan 
and  rescinded  the  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Total  Design  Plan.  The  amendment 
process  began  formally  in  1996  with  input  from  a  number  of  stakeholders, 
including  Save  the  Bay,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  and  members  of  the 
communities  surrounding  the  northeastern  waterfront.  The  amendments  to  the 
SAP  addressed  the  area  between  Pier  35  and  China  Basin  and  identified  the 
location  and  conditions  for  the  placement  and  removal  of  fill,  made  provisions  for 
new  public  plazas  and  public  access,  designated  areas  as  open  water  basins 
that  emphasized  views  of  the  Bay  and  water  recreation,  prioritized  and 
developed  a  strategy  to  achieve  historic  preservation,  and  provided  policies 
regarding  parking,  transportation  and  waterfront  design." 

Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  the  34^*^  America's  Cup 

The  Port  proposes  to  develop  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  along  The  Embarcadero,  as 
detailed  in  the  December  14,  2010  and  April  12,  201 1  staff  reports  to  the  Port 
Commission.  The  HVA  envisions  that  the  Event  Authority  would  demolish  the  entire, 
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existing  Pier  27  shed  and  the  intersecting  portion  of  the  Pier  29  shed  consistent  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties.  The  Port 
would  build  the  core  and  shell  of  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  deliver  the  premises 
to  the  Event  Authority  for  use  as  the  major  spectator  viewing  and  hospitality  site  for 
AC34in2013. 

The  BCDC  Special  Area  Plan  and  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  envisioned  a 
different  mix  of  uses  at  Pier  27,  focused  on  mixed-use  recreation  uses  of  Piers  27-29 
with  ceremonial  and  lay-berthing  at  the  Pier  27  berth.  The  Special  Area  Plan  envisions 
an  important  mix  of  public  benefits  at  or  near  Pier  27,  triggered  by  a  major  reuse  of  the 
Piers  27-31  area.  These  include: 

•  The  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza,  a  two  acre,  triangular  park  that  requires  removing  the 
front  portion  of  Pier  27;  and 

•  The  Northeast  Wharf  Open  Water  Basin  between  Piers  1 9-27,  including  the 
removal  of  the  easternmost  31 5  feet  of  the  Pier  23  historic  shed. 

The  Port's  cruise  terminal  project  team  has  endeavored  to  design  the  Pier  27  Cruise 
Terminal  consistent  with  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  design  envisioned  by  the  Special 
Area  Plan.  Based  on  early  reviews  of  the  project  in  conjunction  with  BCDC  staff.  Port 
staff  recognizes  that  the  essential  proposed  use  of  the  Pier  27  berth  for  passenger 
cruise  ships  departs  from  the  planned  use  for  the  area  envisioned  in  2001 ,  and  would 
conflict  with  the  public  viewing  objectives  and  the  public  experience  of  both  the 
Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  and  the  Northeast  Wharf  Open  Water  Basin.  Furthermore,  the 
Port  proposes  to  preserve  the  entirety  of  Pier  23,  a  contributing  resource  in  the 
Embarcadero  Waterfront  National  Register  Historic  District,  which  also  would  reduce 
public  views  afforded  in  the  Northeast  Wharf  Open  Water  Basin. 

To  address  these  issues,  Port  staff  proposes  a  package  of  amendments  to  the  Special 
Area  Plan  designed  to  facilitate  the  Port's  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  plan  and  to  maintain 
an  equal  or  greater  level  of  public  benefits  envisioned  by  the  Special  Area  Plan. 

Additionally,  the  Event  Authority  proposes  to  utilize  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf  Open 
Water  Basin  for  temporary  mooring  of  the  72'  AC34  catamarans  in  2013  leading  up  to 
the  Louis  Vuitton  Cup  (the  America's  Cup  Challenger  Series)  and  the  AC34  Match. 
This  temporary  use  of  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf  Open  Water  Basin  also  requires  an 
amendment  to  the  Special  Area  Plan. 

Port  staff  intends  to  bring  the  proposed  amendments  developed  by  Port  staff  to  the  Port 
Commission  for  its  consideration  at  the  May  24,  201 1  meeting. 


-3- 


BCDC  Plan  Amendment  Staffing  Costs 

BCDC's  policies  require  applicants  seeking  to  amend  BCDC's  plans  to  pay  for  BCDC 
staff  time  required  to  process  and  analyze  the  proposed  amendment(s).  Accordingly, 
Port  staff  request  Port  Commission  authorization  to  enter  an  agreement  with  BCDC  to 
pay  for  such  costs.  On  February  1 8,  201 1 ,  BCDC  authorized  its  staff  to  enter  into  such 
an  agreement.  The  February  18,  201 1  BCDC  staff  report  is  attached  as  Exhibit  A. 

BCDC  has  estimated  the  costs  of  this  staffing  at  $80,000,  with  a  $20,000  contingency. 
Based  on  Port  staff  analysis,  we  project  that  80%  of  these  costs  will  be  billed  to  the  Pier 
27  Cruise  Terminal  Project  and  20%  of  these  costs  will  be  billed  to  AC34.  The  funding 
source  for  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  is  CP0769.  The  Office  of  Economic  and 
Workforce  Development  has  proposed  that  the  AC34  costs  be  reimbursed  from  the 
City's  General  Fund,  and  ultimately,  private  funding  raised  by  the  America's  Cup 
Organizing  Committee.  This  proposal  will  be  considered  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
when  it  considers  the  financial  feasibility  of  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  Project  under 
Administrative  Code  chapter  29.  Under  the  current  schedule,  the  Board  will  hear  this 
matter  before  the  costs  to  be  funded  by  AC34  are  incurred. 

Next  Steps 

Port  staff  recommends  approval  of  the  attached  resolution.  If  approved,  Port  staff  will 
execute  an  agreement  with  BCDC  to  reimburse  Special  Area  Plan  amendment  costs 
arising  from  the  Port's  application. 

Port  staff  will  return  to  the  Port  Commission  on  May  24,  201 1  with  a  presentation  of  the 
proposed  amendments  to  the  BCDC  Special  Area  Plan. 


Prepared  by:  Brad  Benson,  Special  Projects  Manager 

For:  Monique  Moyer,  Executive  Director 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-23 

WHEREAS,  On  November  30,  2010,  by  Resolution  No.  10-73,  the  Port  Commission 
authorized  Port  staff  to  fon/vard  both  a  Host  and  Venue  Agreement 
("HVA")  among  the  City,  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  ("Event 
Authority")  and  the  San  Francisco  America's  Cup  Organizing  Committee 
("ACOC")  for  the  34^^  America's  Cup  ("AC34")  as  well  as  a  Northern 
Waterfront  Alternative  to  the  HVA  involving  the  use  of  Piers  1 9-29  as 
potential  event  venues  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  approval,  and,  if  so 
approved,  authorized  the  Port  Executive  Director  to  execute  a  final  host 
city  agreement  which  may  include  a  Northern  Waterfront  Alternative 
involving  the  use  of  Piers  19-29  as  potential  venues;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  December  14,  2010,  the  Port  Commission  authorized  Port  staff  and  its 
Design  Team  to  initiate  schematic  design  on  Scheme  B2,  an  option  that 
would  create  a  new  terminal  building  at  Pier  27  ("Pier  27  Cruise 
Terminal");  and 

WHEREAS,  On  December  31 ,  2010,  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  executed  the  final  Host 
and  Venue  Agreement  among  the  City,  the  Event  Authority  and  ACOC, 
pursuant  to  Board  of  Supervisors  authorization  provided  by  Resolution 
0585-10,  dated  December  14,  2010,  and  San  Francisco  was 
subsequently  selected  as  the  Host  City  for  the  34*^  America's  Cup  in 
2013,  subject  to  the  completion  of  analysis  required  by  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA"),  and  the  reservation  of  all  discretion 
as  the  City  possesses  as  lead  agency  under  CEQA  to  approve,  deny  or 
alter  the  project;  and 


WHEREAS,  Under  the  Northern  Waterfront  Alternative  of  HVA,  a  core  and  shell  of  a 
cruise  terminal  would  be  built  at  Pier  27  for  use  as  a  temporary  event 
space  for  the  Event  Authority's  use  and  thereafter  improvements  would  be 
completed  for  use  as  a  cruise  terminal  and  would  require  an  accelerated 
design  and  construction  schedule  and  an  Event  Authority  financial 
contribution  to  the  Pier  27  core  and  shell  building;  and  be  it  further 

WHEREAS,  Both  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  AC34,  as  currently  proposed,  would 
require  amendments  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission's  ("BCDC")  Special  Area  Plan  for  the  San 
Francisco  Waterfront,  adopted  in  May  2000  ("Special  Area  Plan");  and 

WHEREAS,  BCDC  requires  that  applicants  must  fund  the  staffing  costs  to  analyze  and 
process  such  BCDC  plan  amendment  proposals;  now,  therefore  be  it 
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RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  enter  an 

agreement  to  fund  BCDC's  staffing  costs  associated  with  a  Special  Area 
Plan  amendment  for  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  AC34. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  12, 2011. 


Secretary 
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SUBJECT:    Request  authorization  to  amend  contract  with  Langan  Engineering  and 
Environmental  Services,  Inc.  to  provide  additional  environmental 
investigation  and  related  consulting  services  for  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan 
Area,  and  to  increase  the  contract  amount  by  $387,697  (or  22.5%)  to 
$1 ,719,969,  with  no  change  to  contract  term. 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  March  24,  2009,  adopted  Resolution  No.  09-19, 
authorizing  award  of  a  contract  for  environmental  investigation  and  related  consulting 
services  to  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.  (now  known  as  "Treadwell  &  Rollo,  a  Langan 
Company",  referred  to  herein  as  "Langan").  The  contract  was  awarded  in  the  amount  of 
$1 ,249,802,  with  no  contingency.  Resolution  No.  09-19  authorized  a  contract  term  of 
three  years,  with  the  option  to  extend  the  term,  in  the  Port's  sole  discretion,  in  one  year 
increments  for  up  to  two  additional  years.  The  contracted  scope  of  work  includes  soil, 
groundwater  and  soil  gas  characterization  within  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan  Area  (Pier  70), 
human  health  and  ecological  risk  assessment,  evaluation  of  potential  remedial 
alternatives,  risk  management  planning,  and  related  public  and  regulatory  agency 
meetings. 

During  the  course  of  Langan's  environmental  investigation  and  risk  assessment  between 
April  2009  and  June  2010,  the  Port  determined  the  need  for  additional  investigation, 
coordination  with  PG&E  regarding  PG&E's  concurrent  environmental  investigation  on 
Port  property  and  the  adjacent  former  Potrero  Power  Plant  site,  and  third-party  review  of 
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the  Port's  risk  assessment  for  regulatory  agency  approval.  At  its  meeting  on  August  10, 
2010,  the  Port  Commission  adopted  Resolution  No.  10-58,  authorizing  an  amendment  to 
the  Port's  contract  with  Langan.  Contract  Amendment  No.  1  increased  the  total  contract 
value  from  $1 ,249,802  to  $1 ,332,272,  to  provide  for  these  additional  services. 

Langan  has  completed  approximately  90%  of  the  contract  scope  of  work.  The  findings  of 
the  environmental  site  investigation  indicate  that  two  additional  phases  of  work  are 
required:  1)  Development  of  a  Remedial  Action  Plan  for  Pier  70,  and  2)  Investigation  of 
contamination  of  sediment  in  the  Crane  Cove  Park  area  of  Pier  70. 

To  proceed  with  this  additional  work.  Port  staff  request  Port  Commission  authorization  to 
amend  the  contract  with  Langan  by  increasing  the  contract  amount  by  $387,697.  The 
proposed  amendment  would  enable  completion  of  additional  tasks  required  to  meet 
regulatory  agency  requirements  and  ensure  that  the  site  is  well-poised  for 
redevelopment. 

BACKGROUND 

Pier  70  is  a  69-acre  site  located  east  of  Illinois  Street  between  Mariposa  Street  and  22"^^ 
Street  (see  Exhibit  A,  Pier  70  Master  Plan  Area).  It  is  distinguished  by  its  long  history  of 
maritime  and  military  industrial  use,  which  supported  our  nation's  World  War  I  and  World 
War  II  efforts.  Pier  70  includes  a  unique  assemblage  of  historic  buildings,  constructed 
between  the  1 850s  and  1 920s,  and  has  been  determined  to  be  a  National  Register 
eligible  historic  district. 

Portions  of  Pier  70  were  formerly  occupied  by  the  United  States  Navy  for  ship  building 
and  related  industrial  operations  that  had  potential  to  impact  soil  and  groundwater.  In 
2007,  the  Port  and  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom's  Office  requested  funding  from  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  for  environmental  investigation  and  cleanup  at  Pier  70. 
The  DOD  FY2008  budget  included  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose,  to  be  administered 
through  the  Department  of  Commerce,  Economic  Development  Administration  (EDA).  In 
October  2008,  EDA  awarded  a  grant  of  $2.28  million  to  the  Port.  In  turn,  the  Port  has 
contributed  a  required  ten  percent  (10%)  non-federal  match,  from  Port  operating  budget 
funds  allocated  for  professional  services. 

Port  staff  conducted  a  competitive  process  to  select  a  consultant  to  perform  the  work 
funded  by  the  EDA  grant.  The  process  included  a  pricing  analysis  that  was  subject  to 
EDA  review  and  approval.  The  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  March  24,  2009, 
authorized  award  of  a  contract  in  the  amount  of  $1 ,249,802  for  environmental 
investigation  and  related  consulting  services  to  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.  (now  known  as 
"Treadwell  &  Rollo,  a  Langan  Company",  referred  to  herein  as  "Langan"). 

EDA  contracting  requirements  do  not  allow  contract  awards  to  include  contingencies  for 
additional  work  unless  the  contingency  is  designated  for  specifically  scoped  items  for 
which  the  cost  is  known.  Consequently,  the  initial  contract  award  to  Langan  included  no 
contingency.  However,  EDA  has  approved  additional  work  required  to  complete  the 
environmental  site  investigation  under  Langan's  contract,  and  in  August  2010  the  Port 
Commission  adopted  Resolution  No.  10-58,  authorizing  an  amendment  to  the  contract 
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with  Langan  to  complete  the  subject  tasks,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $92,470. 
Contract  Amendment  No.  1 ,  for  services  totaling  $82,470  in  value,  was  executed\ 
thereby  increasing  the  total  contract  value  to  a  maximum  total  contract  value  of 
$1,332,272. 

The  Port,  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  ("Water  Board",  the  lead  regulatory 
agency  for  environmental  investigation  and  cleanup  at  Pier  70),  and  Langan  staff  have 
presented  progress  reports  regarding  the  environmental  investigation  to  the  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  on  March  23,  2010,  at  project-specific  public  meetings  on 
June  30,  2009  and  June  16,  2010,  and  on  a  continuing  basis  at  regularly-scheduled 
advisory  group  meetings.  The  final  Environmental  Site  Investigation  Report  was 
published  January  1 3,  201 1 .  Langan  has  completed  all  work  to  date,  approximately  90% 
of  the  contract  scope  of  work,  on  schedule  and  within  budget. 

Under  the  oversight  of  the  Water  Board,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG&E)  has 
been  investigating  the  extent  to  which  contamination  from  the  adjacent  GenOn  (formerly 
Mirant)  Potrero  Power  Plant  (formerly  owned  by  PG&E)  has  migrated  into  the  subsurface 
beneath  the  southeast  portion  of  Pier  70,  primarily  within  the  area  designated  as  the 
future  Slipways  Park  (see  Exhibit  B,  Pier  70  Concept  Plan).  PG&E  has  investigated 
contamination  beneath  Pier  70  in  recent  drilling  and  sampling  efforts  conducted  between 
July  2009  and  February  201 1 .  Port  staff  anticipates  PG&E's  report  of  the  most  recent 
investigation  findings  to  be  published  in  summer  201 1 . 

PROPOSED  SCOPE  OF  WORK  FOR  CONTRACT  AMENDMENT  NO.  2 

Feasibilitv  Study  and  Remedial  Action  Plan 

The  original  scope  of  work  in  the  Port's  contract  with  Langan  includes  a  Feasibility  Study. 
The  Feasibility  Study  will  identify  potentially  applicable  remediation  alternatives  and 
evaluate  relative  merits  of  those  alternatives  determined  to  be  feasible  at  the  Site. 
Langan's  evaluation  of  potential  remedial  actions  will  consider  relative  effectiveness  in 
achieving  cleanup  goals,  consistency  with  development  objectives,  cost,  and  duration. 
Based  upon  the  findings  of  the  investigation  and  risk  assessment  completed  to  date.  Port 
and  Water  Board  staff  have  determined  that  additional  work  is  required  for  the  Feasibility 
Study,  and  that  development  of  a  Remedial  Action  Plan,  which  will  recommend  a 
preferred  alternative  and  specify  conceptual  design  and  implementation  of  the 
recommended  remedial  alternative,  is  warranted  at  this  time.  The  additional  data 
analysis  to  support  the  feasibility  study,  development  and  publication  of  a  Remedial 
Action  Plan,  an  additional  draft  of  a  combined  Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  Plan 
report  for  public  review  and  comment,  and  participation  in  an  additional  project-specific 
public  meeting  comprises  $94,342  of  the  proposed  fees  for  Contract  Amendment  No.  2. 

Under  the  proposed  Contract  Amendment  No.  2,  Langan  will  perform  the  following  tasks: 


'  The  total  contract  amount  authorized  for  award  differs  from  the  amount  actually  awarded  because  Port  Commission 
Resolution  No.  10-58,  authorizing  Port  staff  to  execute  Contract  Amendment  No.  1  included  authorization  of  up  to 
$10,000  in  environmental  consulting  services  to  be  provided  as-needed  to  support  negotiations  with  a  private 
development  partner.  Such  services  have  not  yet  been  needed  and  consequently  have  not  yet  been  awarded  and 
added  to  the  total  contract  value. 
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1 .  Evaluate  Background  Metals  Concentrations  in  Soil:  The  original  Feasibility 
Study  scope  did  not  include  a  detailed  evaluation  of  metals  in  soil  relative  to 
"background",  such  as  ambient  concentrations  found  in  fill  and  representative  of  the 
native  soil  or  bedrock.  However,  the  site  investigation  completed  to  date  indicates 
that  high  concentrations  of  certain  metals  in  soil  are  likely  attributable  to  some  extent 
to  the  presence  of  elevated  concentrations  of  those  metals  in  the  naturally  occurring 
serpentinite  bedrock  used  as  bayfill  at  Pier  70.  The  amended  contract  scope  will 
include  evaluation  of  background  metals  concentrations  in  soil  that  will  use  both 
graphical  (data  plots)  and  statistical  evaluations  to  develop  appropriate  cleanup  levels 
for  metals  in  soil  at  Pier  70. 

2.  Develop  a  Remedial  Action  Plan  and  Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  Plan 
document:  The  original  contract  scope  called  for  a  feasibility  study  suitable  to  inform 
Port  staff  of  the  general  type  and  cost  of  potential  remedial  alternatives;  it  was  not 
originally  intended  to  be  submitted  to  a  regulatory  agency  for  acceptance  or 
published  for  public  review  and  comment.  The  Remedial  Action  Plan  is  a  new  task, 
not  included  in  the  original  contract  scope.  Execution  of  Contract  Amendment  No.  2 
will  enable  a  more  detailed  feasibility  study,  development  of  a  Remedial  Action  Plan, 
and  publication  of  a  combined  Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  Plan  report  that  will 
serve  as  the  basis  for  remedial  action  selection  and  design.  The  Feasibility 
Study/Remedial  Action  Plan  will  evaluate  remedial  alternatives,  document  the  basis 
for  selecting  a  particular  remedial  action  or  combination  of  actions,  and  propose 
conceptual  design  or  performance  standards  for  the  recommended  engineering^  or 
administrative  controls^. 

3.  Additional  meetings  and  document  review:  The  original  scope  of  work  included 
one  public  meeting  to  present  the  Risk  Management  Plan.  Under  Contract 
Amendment  No.  2,  Langan  will  lead  one  new  public  meeting  to  present  the  Remedial 
Action  Plan,  before  publication  of  the  RMP.  Contract  Amendment  No.  2  will  also 
enable  additional  coordination  with  PG&E.  In  completing  the  environmental 
investigation  and  risk  assessment  to  date,  Port  staff  found  that  coordination  with 
PG&E,  including  meetings  and  draft  document  review,  is  warranted.  Although  it 
requires  additional  investment  of  time  and  an  additional  iteration  of  each  draft 
document  for  review  and  revision,  the  advance  coordination  results  in  a  better  work 
product  and  public  review  process. 

Sediment  Investigation  and  Feasibility  Study 

As  the  Port  has  sought  and  obtained  Water  Board  approval  of  its  site  investigation  and 
risk  assessment  work,  and  considered  how  the  results  may  impact  the  anticipated 
development  of  Crane  Cove  Park,  the  need  for  further  evaluation  of  contaminated 
sediment  along  the  shoreline  of  the  Crane  Cove  Park  has  become  apparent. 


"Engineering  controls"  are  physical  changes  to  a  site  to  reduce  or  eliminate  exposure  to  environmental  hazards,  such 
as  removal  of  contaminated  material,  or  installation  of  a  physical  barrier  to  exposure  to  contaminants. 

"Administrative  controls"  are  measures,  such  as  policies  and  procedures,  or  restricted  access,  activities  or  site  use  to 
reduce  the  risk  of  exposure  to  potential  environmental  hazards.  A  requirement  that  construction  workers  wear  a 
specified  type  of  personal  protective  equipment  is  an  example  of  an  administrative  control. 
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Consequently,  proposed  Contract  Amendment  No.  2  includes  sediment  sampling  and 
analysis,  risk  assessment,  and  a  feasibility  study  of  remedial  alternatives  to  address 
contaminated  sediment.  Specific  tasks  to  be  performed  under  Contract  Amendment  No. 
2  include: 

1 .  Compile  and  review  existing  data:  Langan  will  identify  and  compile  existing  data 
from  previous  investigations  and  numerous  publically  available  reports  and 
databases  to  evaluate  ambient  and  site-specific  conditions.  These  data  will  inform 
the  feasibility  study  work  plan  for  the  Crane  Cove  Park  area. 

2.  Shoreline  reconnaissance  and  sampling:  Langan  will  conduct  preliminary 
reconnaissance  to  evaluate  near-shore  subtidal  conditions  in  the  Crane  Cove  Park 
area,  identify  any  physical  or  ecological  conditions  that  may  impact  sediment 
remediation  options,  and  collect  and  analyze  initial  sediment  and  water  samples. 

3.  Investigation  Work  Plan:  Based  on  results  of  preliminary  sampling  and  conference 
with  Port  and  Water  Board  staff,  Langan  will  develop  a  work  plan  for  sediment 
sampling  and  analysis  needed  to  study  feasible  sediment  remediation  options  for  the 
Crane  Cove  Park  shoreline. 

4.  Complete  field  work:  Langan  will  collect  and  analyze  shallow  sediment  from  up  to 
nine  locations,  analyze  samples  for  chemical,  biological  and  physical  properties,  and 
conduct  a  bathymetric  survey  of  the  near-shore  sediment  surface. 

5.  Human  health  and  ecological  risk  assessment:  Langan  will  identify  constituents  of 
concern  in  sediment  and  evaluate  potential  human  health  risks  to  future  park  users 
and  ecological  risks  to  sediment-dwelling  organisms. 

6.  Evaluate  potentially  feasible  remedial  alternatives:  Langan  will  consider  the 
environmental  and  hydrogeologic  characteristics  of  the  Crane  Cove  Park  shoreline 
area,  available  remedial  technologies  or  methods  that  have  been  used  at  similar 
sites,  future  construction  and  land  use,  and  the  potential  impact  of  residual 
contaminants  that  may  remain  in  place.  Langan  will  evaluate  potential  remedial 
actions  with  respect  to  effectiveness,  feasibility,  and  duration.  This  evaluation  will 
include  developing  cost  estimates  for  remedial  alternatives  identified  as  potentially 
feasible,  and  consider  differences  in  effectiveness  with  respect  to  differences  in  cost. 

7.  Prepare  a  Feasibility  Study  Report:  The  investigation  results,  human  health  and 
ecological  risk  assessment,  and  feasibility  study  will  be  presented  in  a  single 
"Feasibility  Study  and  Risk  Assessment  Report".  As  part  of  this  task,  Langan  will 
prepare  two  drafts  of  the  report  for  internal  and  regulatory  agency  review,  one  draft 
for  public  review,  and  one  final  report  incorporating  regulatory  agency  and  public 
comments.  This  task  also  includes  third-party  review  of  the  human  health  and 
environmental  risk  associated  with  sediment  contamination,  which  is  required  to 
enable  the  Water  Board  to  evaluate  and  approve  the  work. 


8.  Meetings.  The  scope  of  work  to  be  completed  under  Contract  Amendment  No.  2 
includes  two  meetings  with  Port  and  Water  Board  staff  and  one  with  the  U.S.  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

9.  Project  Management.  Execution  of  the  above-referenced  tasks  requires  Langan 
staff  time  for  project  management,  including  managing  subcontractors,  permitting, 
coordinating  with  Port  staff  and  tenants,  maintaining  on-going  communication  with  the 
Port  Project  Manager,  and  responding  to  Port,  regulatory  agency,  or  public  requests 
for  information.  Following  the  format  of  the  fee  schedule  for  the  existing  contract,  in 
which  project  management  costs  are  specified  separately  rather  than  included  in 
task-specific  costs,  project  management  is  listed  in  the  proposed  contract 
amendment  as  a  separate  item. 

PROPOSED  FEES 

Port  staff  and  Langan  have  negotiated  the  following  fee  proposal  for  the  above- 
referenced  tasks: 

Task Cost 

Feasibility  Study  and  Remedial  Action  Plan 

1.  Evaluate  Background  Metals,  Cleanup  Levels  $15,990 

2.  Develop  Remedial  Action  Plan,  publish  Feasibility  Study/Remedial  Action  $47,187 
Plan  report 

3.  Additional  meetings  and  document  review  $31,165 
Sediment  Investigation  and  Feasibility  Study 

1 .  Compile  and  review  existing  data  $1 8,21 0 

2.  Shoreline  reconnaissance  and  sampling  $57,504 

3.  Investigation  Work  Plan  $36,022 

4.  Complete  field  work  $40,394 

5.  Human  health  and  ecological  risk  assessment  $49,144 

6.  Evaluate  potentially  feasible  remedial  alternatives  $1 6,604 

7.  Prepare  a  Feasibility  Study  Report  $47,207 

8.  Meetings  $9,466 

9.  Project  Management  (4.8%  total  contract  value) $18,804 

Total  Proposed  Contract  Amendment  Amount  $387,697 

Upon  execution  of  Contract  Amendment  No.  2,  pending  Port  Commission  approval,  the 
history  of  contract  award  and  amendment  to  date  breaks  down  as  follows: 
Original  Contract  $1 ,249,802 

Contract  Amendment  No.  1  $82,470 

Current  Contract  Amount  $1 ,332,272 

Contract  Amendment  No.  2 $387,697 

Total  Contract  Value  $1,719,969 

S/W/MBE  BUSINESS  PARTICIPATION 

The  federal  regulations  that  apply  to  EDA  grant  funding  for  this  contract  prohibit 
application  of  preferences  or  subcontracting  goals  based  on  location,  thereby  precluding 
application  of  the  City's  Local  Business  Enterprise  ordinance  to  this  contract.  However, 


the  federal  regulations  require  grantees  and  contractors  to  conduct  outreach  and  other 
measures  to  promote  participation  by  small,  woman,  and  minority-owned  business 
enterprises. 

With  90%  of  the  currently  contracted  scope  of  work  complete,  the  actual  participation  by 
small,  minority-owned,  and  woman-owned  businesses  to  date  has  been  21%,  8%,  and 
2%  respectively,  for  a  total  of  31%.  With  Contract  Amendment  No.  2  included  in  the  total 
value  of  the  contract,  anticipated  participation  by  small,  minority-owned,  and  woman- 
owned  businesses  in  the  final,  total  work  completed  will  be  22%,  8%  and  3%, 
respectively. 

FUNDING 

The  total  cost  for  the  proposed  additional  tasks  is  $387,697.  EDA  has  reviewed  and 
approved  the  proposed  additional  tasks  for  funding  through  its  grant  to  the  Port,  subject 
to  the  EDA's  requirement  for  a  ten  percent  (10%)  Port  contribution.  The  Port's  share  of 
the  proposed  costs  will  be  paid  from  the  Port's  operating  budget  for  professional  services 
related  to  Pier  70  planning  and  development.  With  execution  of  Contract  Amendment 
No.  2  of  the  amended  total  contract  amount  of  $1 ,71 9,969,  ten  percent  ($1 71 ,997)  will  be 
from  Port  funds. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Port  staff  request  Port  Commission  authorization  to  amend  the  contract  with  Langan  for 
environmental  consulting  services,  by  increasing  the  contract  amount  from  $1 ,332,272, 
to  $1 ,719,969.  As  described  above,  the  contract  amendment  will  provide  additional 
investigation,  risk  assessment,  remedial  action  planning,  public  outreach,  coordination 
with  adjacent  property  owner  (GenOn)  and  entity  responsible  for  environmental 
remediation  of  adjacent  property  (PG&E),  and  regulatory  oversight  required  to  prepare 
for  future  development  at  Pier  70. 


Prepared  by:  Carol  Bach,  Environmental  &  Regulatory  Affairs  Manager 

Prepared  for:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director  of  Planning  &  Development 

Attachments: 

Exhibit  A:  Pier  70  Master  Plan  Area 
Exhibit  B:  Pier  70  Concept  Plan 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-16 


WHEREAS,    the  Port  of  San  Francisco  has  been  awarded  a  grant  of  $2,280,000  from 
the  United  Sates  Department  of  Commerce,  Economic  Development 
Administration  for  environmental  investigation  and  cleanup  at  Pier  70;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  April  6,  2009,  approved  the 
Port's  proposal  to  enter  into  a  Personal  Services  Contract  for  such 
environmental  investigation  and  related  services;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  March  18,  2009,  adopted 

Resolution  No.  09-19,  to  award  a  contract  to  Treadwell  &  Rollo  Inc.  to 
provide  environmental  consulting  services  in  an  amount  not-to-exceed 
$1 ,249,802,  for  a  term  of  three  years,  with  an  option  to  extend  the  term  for 
two  additional  years  (the  "Contract");  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  August  19,  2010,  adopted 

Resolution  No.  10-58,  authorizing  Contract  Amendment  No.  1,  increasing 
the  Contract  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $92,470,  of  which  $82,470  was 
awarded,  resulting  in  the  current  total  Contract  value  of  $1 ,332,272;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  January  1 1 ,  201 1 ,  adopted 

Resolution  No.  11-01,  authorizing  its  Executive  Director  to  execute  an 
Assignment  and  Assumption  Agreement,  thereby  assigning  the  Port's 
Contract  with  Treadwell  &  Rollo,  Inc.  to  Langan  Engineering  and 
Environmental  Services,  Inc.;  and 

WHEREAS,   Langan  Engineering  and  Environmental  Services,  Inc.  has  completed 

approximately  90%  of  the  total  Contract  scope  of  services  to  date,  and  the 
investigative  findings  indicate  that  additional  services,  as  described  in  the 
attached  staff  report,  are  warranted;  and 

WHEREAS,   Langan  and  Port  staff  have  negotiated  a  fee  proposal  of  $387,697  for  the 
additional  services,  to  be  provided  pursuant  to  proposed  Contract 
Amendment  No.  2,  which  if  awarded  would  increase  the  total  Contract 
value  to  $1,719,969;  and 


WHEREAS    Contract  Amendment  No.  2  will  provide  for  cumulative  participation  by 
small  businesses,  woman-owned  businesses  enterprises,  and  minority- 
owned  businesses  of  22%,  3%  and  8%,  respectively;  and 


WHEREAS,  the  Port  has  allocated  funding  in  its  Operating  Budget  for  professional 
services  related  to  planning  and  development  at  Pier  70,  including  the 
Port's  1 0%  share  of  the  total  cost  of  the  EDA-funded  contract  and  other 
consulting  services  needed  to  facilitate  the  development  process;  now, 
therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to 
execute  Contract  Amendment  No.  2  to  the  existing  contract  with  Langan 
Engineering  and  Environmental  Services,  Inc.,  by  increasing  the  contract 
amount  by  $387,697,  resulting  in  an  amended  Contract  amount  not  to 
exceed  $1 ,719,969,  and  to  provide  for  additional  investigation,  risk 
assessment,  remedial  action  planning,  risk  management  planning,  and 
other  related  services. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port  Commission 
at  its  meeting  of  April  12, 2011. 


Secretary 


PORT. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


FROM: 


April?,  2011 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 

Monique  Moyer  ^yy\/V< 
Executive  Director 


SUBJECT:     Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  2727,  Pier  43  Bay 
Trail  Link  Project,  to  Vortex  Marine  Construction,  Inc.  in  the  Amount  of 
$6,383,000,  and  to  create  a  contract  contingency  fund  of  1 0%  of  the 
contract  amount  (or  $638,300)  for  unanticipated  contingencies 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt  Attached  Resolution 

Introduction: 

Port  staff  requests  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  award  of  construction 
Contract  2727,  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link  Project,  to  Vortex  Marine  Construction,  Inc. 
("Vortex"),  the  lowest  responsive,  responsible  bidder.  The  construction  project  includes 
the  removal  of  condemned  asphalt  covered  timber  piers  and  piling,  replacement  of  a 
failing  timber  seawall,  construction  of  a  new  public  promenade  along  the  water's  edge, 
and  both  disabled  access  and  street  lighting  improvements  (See  Exhibit  "A",  Site  Plan). 
The  project  is  largely  funded  by  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  General 
Obligation  Bond,  approved  by  San  Francisco  voters  in  February  of  that  year.    When 
completed,  the  Project  will  revitalize  the  public's  connection  to  this  sector  of  the 
waterfront  and  provide  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  area  with  a  much  needed  open  space 
destination. 

Background: 

The  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  December  14,  2010,  authorized  staff  to 
advertise  for  bids  for  the  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link  Project  (Port  Commission  Resolution  10- 
81).  The  Human  Rights  Commission  (HRC)  staff  established  subcontracting  goals  of 
20%  for  Local  Business  Enterprises  (LBE)  for  the  Project.  The  Engineer's  Estimate  for 
the  base  bid  and  additive  alternates  1  &  2  was  $7,708,183. 
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On  February  28,  201 1 ,  staff  received  four  bids  for  this  project.  For  the  base  bid  and 
wharf  additive  alternates  1  &  2  combined,  the  low  bid  was  18%  below  Engineer's 
Estimate,  the  high  bid  was  5%  over,  and  the  average  bid  was  approximately  11%  below 
the  estimate.  A  summary  of  the  bids  is  attached  (See  Exhibit  "B",  Bid  Summary) 

Dutra  Construction  Co,  Inc.  submitted  the  apparent  low  bid,  with  a  bid  price 
approximately  18%  below  Engineer's  Estimate.  However,  on  March  9,  201 1 ,  the 
Human  Rights  Commission  (HRC)  determined  Dutra's  bid  to  be  non-responsive  to  the 
LBE  subcontracting  goal.  Dutra  appealed  the  HRC  decision  and  a  meeting  was  held 
with  the  Director  of  HRC  on  March  23,  201 1  after  which  Dutra  agreed  to  accept  the 
determination  of  non-responsiveness  without  further  appeal. 

The  apparent  2"^  low  bidder  was  Vortex  Marine  Construction,  Inc.  ("Vortex"),  with  a  bid 
price  approximately  1 7%  below  the  Engineer's  Estimate.  On  March  2,  201 1  the 
apparent  3'^  low  bidder,  Gordon  N.  Ball,  Inc.,  submitted  a  bid  protest  against  Vortex; 
however,  staff  determined  the  protest  lacked  merit.  After  review.  Port  staff  and  Human 
Rights  Commission  staff  have  determined  that  Vortex  is  the  lowest  responsive, 
responsible  bidder  for  the  Project.  Engineering  staff  have  also  verified  the  contractor's 
license  and  experience.  Based  on  the  available  funding,  staff  propose  to  award  to 
Vortex  a  contract  for  the  base  bid  and  additive  alternates  1  &  2.  Vortex's  base  bid 
provides  for  LBE  subcontractor  participation  of  27%,  exceeding  the  20%  goal.  When 
including  additive  alternates  1  &  2,  LBE  subcontractor  participation  remains  at  27%. 

Funding: 

Total  Project  funding  is  approximately  $10M  and  includes  multiple  sources  as  detailed 
in  Table  1 .  Where  a  funding  source  is  dedicated  to  a  specific  improvement,  the 
maximum  amount  is  noted  in  the  table,  however,  only  the  amount  required  to  cover  the 
estimated  improvement  cost  and  10%  contingency  is  included  in  the  funding  amount. 
The  majority  of  funding  ($7,677,800)  comes  from  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe 
Neighborhood  Parks  General  Obligation  Bond.  The  bond  funds  require  expenditure  of 
at  least  85%  of  funds  within  3  years  from  the  date  of  bond  issuance.  The  majority  of 
funds  for  construction  of  this  project  were  included  in  the  2^^  bond  issuance  in  early 
April,  2010,  thereby  requiring  the  majority  of  construction  to  be  complete  by  April  2013. 
As  evident  from  the  schedule  below,  staff  do  not  anticipate  any  problems  meeting  this 
requirement. 


Table  1 
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Table  1 


Funding  Source 

Amount 

2008  Clean  &  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  Bond,  1^*  Issuance 

$1,315,875 

2008  Clean  &  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  Bond,  2"^^  Issuance 

$6,334,125 

2008  Clean  &  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  Bond,  3^^^  Issuance 

$       27,800 

Port  1971  Harbor  Improvement  Bonds 

$          1,057 

Port  1984  Revenue  Bonds 

$       70,837 

Port  1994  Revenue  Bonds 

$       58,569 

Port  Pier  Repair  Funds  (CP0778)  (Up  to  $1 ,800,000  for  wharf) 

$1,450,000 

Port  ADA  Transition  Plan  (CPO680-01 )  (Up  to  $500K  for  West  ADA 
improvements  only) 

$     368,500 

Homeland  Security  -  Security  Lighting  Grant  (Up  to  $313,000  for 
Street  Lighting  Only) 

$       84,700 

Total  Funding 

$  9,711,463 

The  current  estimated  breakdown  of  project  costs  is  included  in  Table  2. 
Table  2 


Projected  Project  Costs 

Projected 
Cost 

10% 
Contingency 

Total 
Budget 

Soft  Costs  -  Design  thru  Bid 
(Design,  Management,  Entitlements) 

$1,217,000 

N/A 
(complete) 

$1,217,000 

Soft  Costs  -  Construction 
(Management,  Testing,  Inspections) 

$1,339,000 

$133,900 

$1,472,900 

Construction 

(Base  +  Alternates  1  &  2) 

$6,383,000 

$638,300 

$7,021,300 

Total  Projected  Project  Costs 

$8,939,000 

$772,200 

$9,711,200 

Schedule: 

The  project  is  scheduled  to  start  in  early  May,  201 1 ,  and  substantial  completion  is 
expected  by  early  July,  2012. 


The  following  is  the  anticipated  project  schedule: 

Commission  Authorization  to  Award 

Estimated  Notice  to  Proceed  (NTP) 

Estimated  Substantial  Completion  (425  Calendar  Days) 

Estimated  Final  Completion  (60  Calendar  Days) 


April  12,2011 
May  12,  2011 
July  10,  2012 
September  8,  2012 


-3- 


Summary: 

Port  staff  recommend  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  award  of  construction 
Contract  No.  2727,  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link,  to  Vortex  Marine  Construction,  Inc.,  the 
lowest  responsive,  responsible  bidder,  in  an  amount  of  $6,383,000  for  the  base  bid  and 
additive  alternates  1  &  2,  and  further  authorize  staff  to  increase  the  contract  amount,  if 
needed  for  unanticipated  contingencies,  by  an  additional  $638,300  (or  10%)  through 
contract  modification  or  change  order  to  a  total  of  $7,021 ,300.  Vortex's  LBE 
participation  for  this  contract  award  is  27%,  exceeding  the  goal  of  20%  set  by  HRC. 
Port  staff  also  recommend  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  Executive  Director  to 
accept  the  work  once  it  is  complete. 


Prepared  by:  Steven  Reel,  Project  Manager 
Engineering 

For:  Ed  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 

Engineering 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-17 


WHEREAS,  the  Port  Commission  previously  authorized  the  advertisement  of  the 

construction  contract  for  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link  Project,  Contract  No.  2727 
(Port  Commission  Resolution  10-81),  at  its  meeting  on  December  14, 
2010;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  received  four  bids  on  February  28,  201 1 ;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  Engineering  staff  and  the  Human  Rights  Commission  staff  reviewed 
the  bids  and  have  determined  that  Vortex  Marine  Construction,  Inc.  is  the 
lowest  responsive,  responsible  bidder;  now,  therefore  be' it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  award  the 

construction  contract.  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link  Project,  Contract  No.  2727,  to 
Vortex  Marine  Construction,  Inc.,  the  lowest  responsive,  responsible 
bidder,  for  the  amount  of  $6,383,000  for  the  base  bid  and  additive 
alternates  1  &  2;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  Port  staff  to  increase  the  contract 
amount,  if  needed  for  unanticipated  contingencies,  by  an  additional 
$638,300  (10%  of  $6,383,000)  to  a  total  of  $7,021 ,300  through  contract 
modification  or  change  order;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to 
accept  the  work  once  it  is  complete. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  12,  201 1. 


Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


FROM: 


April  7,  201 1 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 

Monique  Moyer  J\j  )v^'^^ 
Executive  Director 


SUBJECT:     Request  authorization  to  execute  an  amendment  to  the  design  and 

engineering  services  contract  with  Gerwick/SDE  JV  for  the  Pier  43  Bay 
Trail  Link  Project  increasing  the  contract  amount  by  the  sum  of  $106,945 
to  $853,428,  and  for  a  contract  contingency  fund  of  1 0%  of  the  remaining 
contract  amount  of  $1 07,700  (or  $1 0,770) 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt  Attached  Resolution 

Introduction: 

Port  staff  requests  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  staff  to  execute  an  amendment 
to  the  design  and  engineering  services  contract  with  Gerwick/SDE  JV  for  the  Pier  43 
Bay  Trail  Link  Project  (the  "Project)  adding  scope  and  increasing  the  contract  amount  by 
the  sum  of  $106,945,  to  $853,428.  The  original  contract  amount  was  $728,300.  Staff 
executed  prior  amendments  increasing  the  contract  amount  to  $746,483,  within  the  limit 
previously  authorized  by  the  Port  Commission.  This  amendment  request  plus  the  prior 
amendments  total  $125,128,  a  17.2%  increase  over  the  original  contract  amount.  Staff 
also  requests  the  Port  Commission  to  authorize  staff  to  increase  the  contract  amount 
through  contract  modification,  as  necessary  for  unanticipated  contingencies,  by  an 
additional  sum  of  $10,770  (10%  of  the  remaining  contract  value  of  $107,700  for 
construction  support  services)  for  a  total  amount  not  to  exceed  $864,1 98.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $63,068  (or  7.9%)  above  the  previously  authohzed  not  to  exceed  amount  of 
$801 ,130,  as  discussed  below. 

Background: 

The  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  October  13,  2009,  authorized  staff  to  award  a 
design  and  engineering  services  contract  to  the  firm  Gerwick-SDE  JV  for  final  design 
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and  construction  support  for  the  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link  Project  in  an  amount  of 
$728,300.  The  Port  Commission  also  authorized  staff  to  increase  the  contract  amount 
through  contract  modification,  as  necessary  for  unanticipated  contingencies,  by  an 
additional  sum  of  $72,830  (10%)  for  a  total  contract  amount  of  $801 ,130  (Port 
Commission  Resolution  09-61). 

On  March  31 ,  2010,  staff  executed  an  amendment  to  the  contract  increasing  the  scope 
and  contract  amount.  Scope  changes  included  adding  disabled  access  improvements 
between  the  Franciscan  Restaurant  and  Pier  45  and  adding  street  lighting  along  The 
Embarcadero.  Additional  funding  for  the  added  scope  was  provided  by  the  Port's  ADA 
improvements  fund  and  a  Homeland  Security  Grant. 

As  final  design  progressed,  both  the  Port's  Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee 
(WDAC)  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission's 
(BCDC)  Design  Review  Board  (DRB)  recommended  that  the  Project  increase  the  new 
wharf  area  at  the  interface  with  the  remaining  Pier  43,  and  include  additional  new  wharf 
area  bayside  of  the  Franciscan  Restaurant  (See  Exhibit  "A"  Site  Plan).  Given  the 
Project's  already  limited  funding.  Port  and  BCDC  staff  agreed  to  include  these  new 
items  as  additive  bid  alternates  and  BCDC  made  them  conditions  of  the  permit.  The 
inclusion  of  these  additional  public  access  improvements  necessitated  additional  design 
services.  Therefore,  in  late  August  of  2010,  staff  negotiated  a  contract  amendment  with 
Genwick/SDE  JV  to  design  and  engineer  these  additional  improvements  and  incorporate 
them  into  the  contract  documents  as  additive  bid  alternates.  The  cost  of  the  proposed 
additional  services  ($105,266)  exceeded  the  authorized  contract  amount.  However,  the 
lack  of  a  Port  Commission  quorum  due  to  vacancies  and  other  factors  precluded  Port 
Commission  action  to  increase  the  contract  amount  at  that  time.  Because  completion  of 
the  project  design  was  more  time-critical  than  construction  support  services,  staff 
amended  the  contract  by  removing  construction  support  services  from  the  contract 
scope  and  utilized  the  cost  offset  to  fund  the  additional  design  services  triggered  by  the 
newly  mandated  public  access  areas. 

After  completion  of  the  construction  documents,  the  Port  Commission  authorized  staff, 
on  December  14,  2010,  to  advertise  for  construction  bids.  On  February  28,  201 1 ,  staff 
received  four  bids  for  the  construction  project,  and  under  a  separate  agenda  item  for 
today's  meeting,  we  are  requesting  authorization  to  award  the  construction  contract. 
Staff  are  pleased  to  report  that  the  construction  contract,  should  it  be  approved,  will 
include  both  of  the  additional  wharf  areas  per  the  BCDC  permit  conditions.  With 
construction  expected  early  this  summer,  staff  requests  authorization  to  amend  and 
increase  the  amount  of  the  Gerwick/SDE  JV  contract  to:  1)  add  construction  support 
services  back  to  the  engineering  services  contract  in  the  sum  of  $1 07,700;  2)  add 
services  for  design  of  revised  railing  and  event  power  outlets  in  the  sum  of  $9,305;  and 
3)  remove  services  for  wharf  design  complexity,  for  a  credit  of  $1 0,060.  Port  staff  also 
request  authorization  to  increase  the  Contract  contingency  to  $10,770  (10%  of  the 
construction  support  services  amount)  in  the  event  of  unanticipated  conditions.  Table  1 
below  provides  a  summary  of  the  contract  amendments  to  date  and  as  proposed. 


Local  Business  Enterprise  (LBE)  Participation 

The  LBE  participation  goal  for  this  project  is  21%  as  established  by  the  San  Francisco 
Human  Rights  Commission.  The  approved  Gerwick/SDE  JV  contract  included  an  LBE 
participation  of  26.5%.  The  current  contract,  as  previously  amended,  has  an  actual  LBE 
participation  of  26.8%,  as  of  February  201 1 .  The  proposed  contract  amendment 
increases  the  LBE  participation  to  27.3%. 

Civil  Service  Commission 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  approved  the  Personal  Services  Contract  (PSC)  for  this 
contract  on  July  6,  2009,  for  an  amount  of  $600,000  (4003-09/10).  On  October  28, 
2009,  the  Civil  Service  Commission  approved  a  modification  to  increase  the  amount  to 
$802,000.  Staff  has  requested  a  2""^  modification  to  increase  the  amount  to  $864,200 
(or  44%  of  the  original  amount),  and  will  not  execute  the  proposed  amendment  until  the 
modification  has  been  approved.  The  Civil  Service  Commission  rules  provide  for 
administrative  approval  of  contract  modifications  up  to  50%  of  the  original  PSC  amount 
by  staff  within  the  Department  of  Human  Resources.  Since  the  proposed  modification 
equals  44%  of  the  original  PSC  amount,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  a  Civil  Service 
Commission  hearing  will  be  required  for  the  proposed  contract  modification. 

Table  1 :  Executed  and  Proposed  Contract  Amendments 


Amend. 
Amount 

Total 
Contract 
Amount 

% 
change 

from 
original 

Notes 

Original 
Contract 

N/A 

$728,300 

Includes  final  design, 
engineering  &  construction 
support 

1^^ 
Amendment 

$20,617 

$748,917 

2.8% 

Add  scope  for  homeland 
security  lighting  &  ADA 
improvements  (+$31,168),  and 
credit  back  for  geotechnical 
borings  (-$10,551) 

pnd 

Amendment 

($2,434) 

$746,483 

2.5% 

Add  scope  for  additional  wharf 
areas  (+$105,266)  &  remove 
construction  support 
(-$107,700) 

3rd 

Amendment 
(Proposed) 

$106,945 

$853,428 

17.2% 

Add  construction  support 
($107,700),  add  scope  for 
design  of  revised  railing  and 
event  power  supply  ($9,305),  & 
remove  wharf  design 
complexity  task  (-$10,060) 
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Funding: 

The  Project,  including  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  design  and  engineering  contract, 
is  fully  funded.  Sources  of  funding  are  detailed  in  Table  2  below.  The  majority  of 
funding  ($7,677,800)  comes  from  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks 
General  Obligation  Bond.  The  first  issuance  was  completed  in  August  of  2008  and 
includes  the  funds  for  design  and  engineering,  including  the  proposed  contract 
amendment.  The  bonds  require  expenditure  of  at  least  85%  of  funds  within  3  years 
from  the  date  of  issuance.  Staff  does  not  anticipate  any  issues  meeting  this 
requirement. 

Table  2:  Project  Funding  Sources 


Funding  Source 

Amount 

2008  Clean  &  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  Bond,  1^*  Issuance 

$1,315,875 

2008  Clean  &  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  Bond,  2"^  Issuance 

$6,334,125 

2008  Clean  &  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  Bond,  a'"*  Issuance 

$       27,800 

Port  1971  Harbor  Improvement  Bonds 

$          1,057 

Port  1984  Revenue  Bonds 

$       70,837 

Port  1994  Revenue  Bonds 

$       58,569 

Port  Pier  Repair  Funds  (CP0778)  (Up  to  $1 ,800,000  for  wharf) 

$  1 ,450,000 

Port  ADA  Transition  Plan  (CPO680-01)  (Up  to  $500K  for  West  ADA 
improvements  only) 

$     368,500 

Homeland  Security  -  Security  Lighting  Grant  (Up  to  $313,000  for 
Street  Lighting  Only) 

$       84,700 

Total  Funding 

$  9,711,463 

Schedule: 

Design  is  complete  and,  under  a  separate  agenda  item  at  this  meeting,  staff  are 
requesting  to  authorize  award  of  the  construction  contract.  Construction  is  scheduled  to 
start  in  May,  201 1 ,  and  substantial  completion  is  expected  in  Ju|y,  2012. 

Summary: 


Port  staff  requests  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  staff  to  execute  an  amendment 
to  the  design  and  engineering  services  contract  with  Gerwick/SDE  JV  for  the  Project 
adding  scope  and  increasing  the  contract  amount  to  $853,428.  Staff  also  requests  the 
Port  Commission  to  authorize  staff  to  increase  the  contract  amount  through  change 
order  or  contract  modification,  as  necessary  for  unanticipated  contingencies,  by  an 
additional  sum  of  $10,770  (10%  of  the  remaining  contract  value  of  $107,700)  for  a  total 
amount  not  to  exceed  $864,198.  This  is  an  increase  of  $63,068  (or  7.9%)  above  the 
previously  authorized  not  to  exceed  amount  of  $801 ,130.  Scope  added  to  the  project 
includes  street  lighting,  disabled  access  improvements,  and  additional  public  access 
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wharf  areas.  Staff  and  Gerwick/SDE  JV  negotiated  the  work  scope  and  fees  in  good 
faith  and  the  agreements  represent  a  fair  and  reasonable  value.  Due  to  a  lack  of  Port 
Commission  quorum  last  fall,  staff  previously  removed  construction  support  services  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  additional  design  services.  This  proposed  contract  amendment 
will  add  construction  support  services  back  into  the  contract  if  the  Port  Commission 
approves  the  amendment. 


Prepared  by:  Steven  Reel,  Project  Manager 
Engineering 


Norma  Nelson,  Contract  Manager 
Finance  &  Administration 


For:  Ed  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 

Engineering 

Elaine  Forbes,  Deputy  Director 
Finance  &  Administration 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-18 


WHEREAS,   on  October  13,  2009,  the  Port  Commission  previously  authorized  the 

award  of  the  design  and  engineering  services  contract  for  the  Pier  43  Bay 
Trail  Link  Project  (the  "Project")  to  Gerwick/SDE  JV  in  the  amount  of 
$728,300  (Port  Commission  Resolution  09-61);  and 

WHEREAS,   on  that  same  date,  the  Port  Commission  further  authorized  Port  staff  to 
increase  the  Gerwick/SDE  JV  contract  (the  "Contract")  amount  through 
change  order  or  contract  modification,  as  necessary  for  unanticipated 
contingencies,  by  an  additional  sum  of  $72,830  (10%  of  $728,300)  for  a 
total  contract  amount  of  $801 ,1 30;  and 

WHEREAS,  following  the  Contract  award  and  during  final  design  and  engineering  in 
2010,  it  became  necessary  to  increase  the  Contract  amount  to  add 
additional  scope  to  the  Project  to  include  design  of  public  access 
improvements  mandated  by  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission  permit  for  the  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  have  received  bids  for  the  construction  project  and  staff 

anticipate  the  need  for  construction  support  services  in  the  Contract  in  the 
near  future;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  existing  Contract  amount,  with  the  inclusion  of  prior  Contract 

amendments,  is  insufficient  to  pay  for  necessary  construction  support 
services  and  additional  design  of  railing  and  event  power  outlets;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  and  Gerwick/SDE  JV  have  negotiated  an  amount  of  $1 06,945 
for  these  construction  support  services,  additional  services  for  design  of 
railing  and  event  power  outlets,  and  a  credit  for  removing  services  for 
wharf  design  complexity,  which  represents  a  fair  and  reasonable  value  in 
staff's  determination;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  the  proposed  amendment,  Gerwick/SDE  JV  has  made  a  commitment  to 
exceed  the  Local  Business  Enterprise  sub-consultant  participation  goal  of 
21%;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  execute  an 
amendment  to  the  Contract  with  Gerwick/SDE  JV  for  design  and 
engineering  services  for  the  Pier  43  Bay  Trail  Link  Project  to  increase  the 
contract  amount  by  the  amount  of  $106,945,  to  a  total  of  $853,428;  and  be 
it  further 


RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  further  increase 
the  Contract  amount  through  contract  modification,  as  necessary  for 
unanticipated  contingencies,  by  an  additional  sum  of  $10,770  (10%  of 
$107,720,  the  remaining  contract  value)  for  a  total  contract  amount  of 
$864,198. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  12,  2011. 


Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 

April  7,  201 1 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


FROM:  Monique  Moyer 

Executive  Director 


SUBJECT:    Request  for  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2741 ,  Marine 
Structural  Projects  III,  to  West  Bay  Builders,  Inc.,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$1 ,325,000,  and  authorization  for  a  10%  contingency  fund  of  $132,500 


DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 

Introduction 

Port  staff  requests  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  award  of  Construction  Contract 
No.  2741 ,  the  Marine  Structural  Projects  III,  to  West  Bay  Builders,  Inc.,  the  sole  responsive 
and  responsible  bidder.  As  recommended,  the  contract  scope  includes  only  the  Base  Bid 
work  scope.  The  Base  Bid  work  scope  includes  critical  repairs  to  the  Pier  35 
Superstructure  and  repairs  to  the  Pier  33  Marginal  Wharf  Substructure.  Please  also  refer 
to  the  attached  Partial  Site  Map  indicating  project  locations. 

Background 

The  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  July  13,  2010,  authorized  staff  to  advertise  for  bids 
for  this  Project  (Port  Commission  Resolution  10-44).  The  Human  Rights  Commission 
("HRC")  staff  recommended  a  Local  Business  Enterprise  ("LBE")  subcontracting  goal  of 
25%  for  this  contract. 

At  the  time  of  staff's  invitation  for  project  bids  on  January  21 ,  201 1 ,  the  engineer's  estimate 
was  $1 ,800,000  for  the  Base  Bid.  On  February  22,  201 1 ,  Port  staff  received  only  one  bid 
for  this  project,  from  West  Bay  Builders,  Inc.  A  summary  of  the  bid  is  attached.  West  Bay 
Builders,  he's  bid  includes  a  Base  Bid  price  of  $1 ,325,000,  26.4%  lower  than  the 
engineer's  estimate. 
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SUMMARY 

Base  Bid 

$  1 ,325,000 

1 0%  Contingency 

$132,500 

Total 

$1,457,500 

West  Bay  Builders'  Base  Bid  includes  LBE  subcontractor  participation  of  26.4%,  which 
exceeds  the  HRC  LBE  goal  of  25%.  HRC  has  determined  that  West  Bay  Builders'  Base 
Bid  is  compliant  with  the  City  Administrative  Code  Chapter  14B  requirements,  meeting  the 
LBE  subcontractor  goals  and  demonstrating  good  faith  outreach.  Under  the  proposed 
contract,  West  Bay  Builders'  work  shall  cover  all  costs  of  labor,  design,  supervision, 
management,  materials  and  equipment. 

Funding 

The  project  is  fully  funded.  The  funding  sources  and  amounts  are  noted  below: 


Funding  Source 

Funding  Amount 

Port  Revenue  Bond  2010 

$1,138,500 

CPO  778  Pier  Repair  Fund 

$319,000 

TOTAL 

$1,457,500 

REGULATORY  PERMITS 

All  required  regulatory  permits  have  been  secured. 

Schedule 

The  estimated  project  schedule  is  summarized  below: 


Milestone  Activity 

Date 

Commission  Award 

April  12,2011 

Estimated  Notice  to  Proceed  (NTP) 

June, 2011 

Estimated  Substantial  Completion 

June, 2013 

Estimated  Final  Completion 

July,  2013 

Summary 

Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  award  of  construction 
Contract  No.  2741 ,  IVIarine  Structural  Projects  III,  to  West  Bay  Builders,  Inc.,  as  the  sole 
responsive,  responsible  bidder,  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1 ,325,000,  and  also 
authorize  staff  to  increase  the  contract  amount,  if  needed,  for  unanticipated  contingencies, 
by  an  additional  10%  (or  $132,500)  through  contract  modification  or  change  order  for  a 
total  of  $1 ,457,500.  Staff  also  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the 
Executive  Director  to  accept  the  work  once  it  is  complete. 


Prepared  by:    Joe  Roger,  Project  Engineer 

Tim  Leung,  Administrative  Engineer 

For:  Edward  F.  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCSISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-19 

WHEREAS,  the  Port  Commission  previously  authorized  the  advertisement  of  the 

construction  contract  for  IVIarine  Structural  Projects  III,  Contract  No.  2741 
(the  "Project"),  at  its  meeting  on  July  13,  2010;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  received  one  responsive  bid  for  the  Project  from  West  Bay 
Builders,  Inc.,  on  February  22,  201 1 ;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  Engineering  staff  and  the  Human  Rights  Commission  ("HRC")  staff 

reviewed  the  sole  bid  and  determined  that  West  Bay  Builders,  Inc.  is  the  sole 
responsive,  responsible  bidder  for  the  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,  West  Bay  Builders'  total  bid  price  for  the  Base  Bid  is  $1 ,325,000;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  funds  available  from  the  Port's  2010  Revenue  Bond  Fund  and  Pier 
Repair  Fund,  CPO  778,  will  fully  fund  the  Project  costs;  and 

WHEREAS,  West  Bay  Builders,  Inc.'s  Base  Bid  includes  Local  Business  Enterprise 
("LBE")  subcontractor  participation  of  26.4%,  which  satisfies  the  25% 
subcontracting  goal  for  LBEs,  as  recommended  by  the  HRC;  and 

WHEREAS,  all  required  regulatory  permits  have  been  secured;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  award  Construction 
Contract  No.  2741 ,  Marine  Structural  Projects  III,  to  West  Bay  Builders  Inc., 
the  sole  responsive,  responsible  bidder,  for  the  not-to-exceed  amount  of 
$1 ,325,000;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  Port  staff  to  increase  the  contract 
amount,  if  needed,  for  unanticipated  contingencies,  by  an  additional 
$132,500  (10%  of  $1,325,000)  through  contract  modification  or  change 
order;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to  accept 
the  work  once  it  is  complete. 

/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  12, 2011. 


Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

April  7,  201 1 


TO: 


MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


FROM: 


JAJVW^ 


Monique  Moyer 
Executive  Direct6r 

SUBJECT:    Request  approval  of  resolution  authorizing  the  Port  Executive  Director  to 
execute  a  revised  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  the 
Controller  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  reimburse  the  Port 
for  revenue  lost  due  to  hosting  the  34*^  America's  Cup 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  the  Attached  Resolution 

Background 

On  February  8,  201 1 ,  the  Port  Commission  approved  Resolution  No.  1 1-05,  authorizing 
the  Port  Executive  Director  to  execute  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  the 
Controller  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (the  Controller)  to  reimburse  the  Port 
for  revenue  lost  due  to  hosting  the  34*^  America's  Cup  (Event),  for  other  race-related 
costs,  and  for  a  City  contribution  to  the  Cruise  Terminal  Project. 

On  March  16,  201 1 ,  the  Board  of  Supervisors'  Budget  and  Finance  Committee 
considered  a  resolution  (File  No.  10-1564)  to  approve  the  MOU  and  directed  changes  to 
the  MOU  described  below  in  accordance  with  recommendations  of  the  Board's  Budget 
Analyst  and  the  Controller.  On  March  22,  201 1 ,  the  full  Board  of  Supervisors  approved 
a  resolution  approving  the  MOU  as  revised.  The  approved  Resolution  No.  1 1-05 
authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to  make  additions  or  modifications  to  the  MOU  that  do 
not  materially  increase  the  obligations  or  liabilities  of  the  Port.  However,  Port  staff 
believes  the  proposed  revisions  are  material  and  have  returned  this  item  to  the  Port 
Commission  for  its  further  review  and  consideration. 
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Modifications  to  the  l\/IOU 

The  MOD  the  Port  Commission  recommended  on  February  8,  201 1  included  three 
primary  provisions: 

1 .  Payment  in  Lieu  of  Rent  which  will  total  approximately  $6.7  million  between  R' 
201 1/12  through  FY  2013/14.  This  payment  functions  as  a  General  Fund  set- 
aside  and  will  neutralize  any  potential  affect  of  the  34*^  America's  Cup  on  the 
Port's  rental  revenue. 

2.  A  contingent  reimbursement  for  other  Port  project  costs  for  the  34^^  America's 
Cup. 

3.  A  commitment  for  a  City  contribution  of  $6.5  million  to  the  Pier  27  Cruise 
Terminal  project  that  the  Port  would  not  be  obligated  to  repay,  subject  to  future 
approval  by  the  Capital  Planning  Committee  and  subject  to  future  Board  of 
Supervisors  appropriation. 

The  amended  MOD  includes  only  the  first  provision  for  payment  in  lieu  of  rent.    This 
provision  was  the  primary  objective  of  the  MOU,  as  it  protects  the  Port  from  near  term 
rent  loss  that  would  have  othenA/ise  impacted  the  Port's  ability  to  issue  new  Port 
revenue  bonds  for  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  Project. 

The  Budget  and  Finance  Committee  recommended  removing  the  second  and  third 
above-listed  provisions  for  the  following  reasons: 

•  The  contingent  reimbursement  for  other  Port  project  costs  for  the  34*^  America's 
Cup  should  be  reviewed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  the  context  of  the  annual 
appropriation  ordinance  since  the  project  will  include  funding  for  several  City 
Departments.  The  budget  allocation  should  also  be  reviewed  in  the  context  of  a 
sponsorship  Agreement  between  the  City  and  the  America's  Cup  Organizing 
Committee  (ACOC)  that  fully  describes  eligible  expenses.  The  Office  of 
Economic  and  Workforce  Development  and  the  ACOC  are  developing  this 
Agreement. 

•  The  commitment  of  a  City  contribution  of  $6.5  million  to  the  Pier  27  Cruise 
Terminal  project  should  be  deferred  to  a  review  of  Fiscal  Responsibility  and 
Feasibility  since  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  project  budget  is  still  under 
refinement  and  the  $6.5  million  would  not  have  resulted  in  a  fully  funded  project 
at  that  time. 

Relationship  to  CEQA  Review 

The  HVA  is  subject  to  completion  of  environmental  review  of  the  Event  under  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  including  a  full  range  of  appropriate 
alternatives  and  mitigation  measures  for  the  Event  in  its  entirety  under  CEQA.  Since 
the  designation  of  the  City  as  host  for  the  Event  on  December  31,  2010,  City  and  Port 
staff  have  been  meeting  with  Event  Authority  representatives  to  conduct  the  CEQA 
review  process,  which  the  City  initiated  by  publishing  a  Notice  of  Preparation  of  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  on  February  9,  201 1 . 


The  Host  and  Venue  Agreement  for  the  34*^  America's  Cup  (HVA)  may  be  subject  to 
further  changes  in  the  course  of  public  review  of  the  Event  during  the  extensive 
approval  processes  that  will  follow  CEQA  review  and  in  response  to  other  City,  Port, 
and  public  concerns  that  may  arise,  and  is  limited  to  the  uses  currently  proposed  by  the 
Event  Authority,  and  does  not  cover  all  potential  uses  for  the  Venues,  which  the  Port 
may  consider  in  the  course  of  the  approval  processes.  The  HVA  may  be  amended  to 
reflect  any  subsequent  proposal  to  change  the  uses,  the  mix  of  uses,  the  intensity  of 
development,  or  other  fundamental  terms,  subject  to  Port  Commission  review  and 
additional  CEQA  review,  if  the  changes  have  not  already  been  analyzed.  The  HVA  is 
not  intended  to  be,  and  will  not  become,  contractually  binding  until  CEQA  review  is 
complete.  While  the  MOU  implements  certain  obligations  of  the  City  and  the  Port  in 
planning  for  the  Event,  should  it  be  approved,  approval  of  the  MOU  does  not  approve  or 
ifinalize  all  of  the  material  terms  and  conditions  of  the  project. 

Staff  Recommendation 

Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  Executive  Director  to 
execute  the  MOU  with  the  City's  Controller,  as  revised  in  accordance  with  Board  of 
Supervisors'  resolution  (File  no.  10-1564). 


Prepared  By:  Elaine  Forbes,  Deputy  Director 

Finance  and  Administration 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-20 


WHEREAS,  Charter  Section  B3.581  provides  the  Port  Commission  with  the  power 

and  duty  to  use,  conduct,  operate,  maintain,  manage,  regulate  and 
control  the  Port  area  of  San  Francisco;  and 


WHEREAS,  Under  Charter  Section  3.1 05B,  the  Controller  is  responsible  for  the 

timely  accounting,  disbursement,  or  other  disposition  of  monies  of  the 
City  in  accordance  with  sound  financial  practices  applicable  to 
municipalities  and  counties;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  December  31 ,  201 0,  San  Francisco  was  selected  to  host  the  34^^ 

America's  Cup  and  related  events,  under  the  terms  set  forth  in  the  Host 
and  Venue  Agreement  previously  approved  by  the  Port  Commission 
(Resolution  10-73)  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors;  and 

WHEREAS,  Hosting  the  34*^  America's  Cup  is  anticipated  to  generate  significant 

economic  benefits,  including  an  estimated  $1 .4  billion  of  new  spending 
and  over  9,000  jobs,  and  at  least  $19.5  million  in  additional  tax  revenue 
to  the  City;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  benefits  of  hosting  the  34**^  America's  Cup  are  anticipated  to  accrue 

to  the  City's  General  Fund  and  to  the  broader  regional  economy,  while 
the  Port  estimates  incurring  a  net  loss  due  to  the  34**^  America's  Cup 
resulting  from  (i)  a  net,  short-term  rent  reduction  of  $6.7  million  resulting 
from  the  Port's  obligation  under  the  Host  and  Venue  Agreement  to 
provide  the  specified  Port  facilities  to  the  Event  Authority  rent-free,  and 
(ii)  incremental  race-related  costs  of  $2.6  million;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Controller  and  the  Port  Commission  have  agreed  to  the  terms 

of  the  proposed  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  between  the 
Port  and  the  City  Controller,  as  revised  in  accordance  with  Board  of 
Supervisors  Resolution  (File  no.  10-1564),  which  requires  the  City 
Controller  to  transfer  funds  to  the  Port  Commission,  as  permitted  under 
San  Francisco  Charter  Section  B7.320,  in  order  to  offset  the  Port's  net, 
short-term  rent  loss,  with  potential  future  consideration  of  transfers  to 
offset  certain  race-related  costs  and  to  provide  gap  funding  for  the  Port's 
Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  project;  and 

WHEREAS,  Under  the  terms  of  the  proposed  MOU,  the  source  of  such  payments  to 

the  Port  could  include  (i)  the  City's  General  Fund,  or  (ii)  to  the  extent 
such  funds  are  available,  private  funds  raised  by  the  America's  Cup 
Organizing  Committee,  a  non-profit  corporation,  which  anticipates 


RESOLVED, 


RESOLVED, 


providing  $32  million  to  help  offset  the  City's  costs  of  hosting  the  34**^ 
America's  Cup;  now  therefore,  be  it 

That  the  City  will  conduct  environmental  review  of  the  34^^  America's 
Cup  Event  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEOA")  and 
nothing  in  this  resolution  implements  any  approvals  or  facilities  for  the 
34*^  America's  Cup  Event,  or  grants  any  entitlements  to  the  Event 
Authority,  nor  does  adoption  of  this  resolution  foreclose  the  possibility  of 
considering  alternatives  to  the  proposal,  mitigation  measures  or  deciding 
not  to  grant  entitlement  or  approve  or  implement  any  actions  to  construct 
necessary  amenities  for  the  34*^  America's  Cup  Event  after  conducting 
appropriate  environmental  review  under  CEQA;  and  be  it  further 

That  the  Port  Commission  hereby:  (1)  authorizes  the  Executive  Director 
to  enter  into  the  MOU  with  the  Controller  of  San  Francisco  on  terms 
consistent  with  the  proposed  MOU  accompanying  this  Resolution 
(including  any  additions  or  modifications  thereto  that  the  Executive 
Director  of  the  Port  determines  are  in  the  best  interests  of  the  Port  and 
are  necessary  or  advisable  to  implement  the  MOU  and  do  not  materially 
increase  the  obligations  or  liabilities  of  the  Port,  will  not  have  any 
material  adverse  fiscal  impact  on  the  Port  or  materially  diminish  the 
rights  of  or  benefits  to  the  Port  and  are  necessary  or  advisable  to 
implement  the  MOU  and  effectuate  the  purposes  and  intent  of  this 
Resolution,  such  determination  to  be  conclusively  evidenced  by  the 
Executive  Director's  execution  and  delivery  of  the  MOU);  and 
(2)  confirms  and  ratifies  all  prior  actions  taken  by  any  officials, 
employees  and  agents  of  the  Port  Commission  with  respect  to 
implementing  the  MOU. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  12, 201 1. 


Secretary 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
EDWIN  LEE,  MAYOR 

MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING 

MOU  M14962 

BY  AND  BETWEEN 

THE  CONTROLLER  OF  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

AND 
THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 

Ben  Rosenfield,  Controller 
Monique  Moyer,  Port  Executive  Director 

SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 

Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 

Francis  X.  Crowley,  Commissioner 

Leslie  Katz,  Commissioner 


MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING 

(MOU  M-  14962) 

THIS  MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING  (this  "MOU")  is  dated  and  effective  as 
of  the  last  date  set  forth  below,  by  and  between  the  San  Francisco  Controller  (the  "Controller") 
and  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  (the  "Port"),  each  of  which  is  agency  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  (the  "City"). 

RECITALS 

A.  The  competition  for  the  America's  Cup,  first  held  in  1851  at  Cowes,  England,  is 
one  of  the  oldest  international  sporting  competitions  and  the  world's  premier  yacht  racing  event. 
The  Golden  Gate  Yacht  Club  of  San  Francisco  ("GGYC")  won  the  SS^**  America's  Cup  match  in 
Valencia,  Spain  on  February  14,  2010  and  is  now  trustee  under  the  Deed  of  Gift  dated 
October  24,  1887,  between  George  L.  Schuyler  and  the  New  York  Yacht  Club,  as  amended  by 
final  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York  (the  "Deed  of  Gift"),  governing 
the  silver  cup  won  by  the  yacht  America  in  the  first  America's  Cup  competition.  Under  the  Deed 
of  Gift,  GGYC  is  entrusted  with  the  organization  of  the  34"'  America's  Cup  ("AC34"  or  the 
"Event"). 

B.  GGYC  has  received  and  accepted  the  challenge  of  Club  Nautico  di  Roma  of 
Rome,  Italy  ("CNR"),  and  GGYC  and  CNR  entered  into  The  Protocol  Governing  AC  34,  dated 
September  9,  2010  and  executed  September  13,  2010  (together  with  all  attachments,  schedules 
and  appendices  thereto,  and  any  amendment  or  any  replacement  protocol  that  governs  AC34,  the 
■Protocor'). 

C.  GGYC  and  CNR  have  appointed  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  (the 
"Authority"),  under  Article  4  of  the  Protocol,  to  organize  and  manage  AC34,  in  association  with 
America's  Cup  Race  Management  ("ACRM").  GGYC  selected  San  Francisco  as  the  host  city 
for  AC34  on  December  31,  2010.  Under  the  Host  City  and  Venue  Agreement  (the  "HVA") 
between  the  Authority  and  the  City,  certain  of  the  America's  Cup  World  Series  Pre-regattas,  the 
America's  Cup  Challenger  Series,  the  America's  Cup  Defender  Series  (if  held),  and  the 
America's  Cup  Match  will  be  held  in  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  HVA  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  No.  10-1259.  Capitalized  terms  used  but  not  defined  in  this 
MOU  have  the  meanings  given  to  them  in  the  HVA. 

D.  Under  the  HVA,  the  City  offers  the  use  of  Port  property  rent-free  for  staging  the 
Event  and  commits  to  perform  certain  Infrastructure  Work  and  incur  other  Event-related  costs 
("Port  AC34  Costs").  The  City  expects  to  incur  these  costs  commencing  in  2011  and  ending 
2014.  If  GGYC  succeeds  in  defending  the  America's  Cup,  it  may  elect  to  hold  subsequent 
America's  Cup  events  in  San  Francisco,  which  would  require  new  host  and  venue  agreements 
and  memoranda  of  understanding  between  the  Controller  and  the  Port. 

E.  Port  staff,  the  Board  of  Supervisors'  Budget  Analyst,  and  the  Controller  have 
estimated  lost  rent  and  the  costs  of  City  Infrastructure  Work  on  Port  property.  Reports  of  these 
estimates  are  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  File  No.  10-1259.  Port  staff 
and  the  Controller  agree  that  these  costs  are  greater  than  the  Port's  ability  to  pay  with  the  Port's 
Harbor  Fund.  Since  the  benefits  of  the  AC34  are  expected  to  accrue  to  the  City's  General  Fund 
and  to  the  broader  regional  economy  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  Commission,  the  Port, 
the  Controller,  and  the  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development  recommend  that  the 
City's  General  Fund  and  the  nonprofit  San  Francisco  America's  Cup  Organizing  Committee 
fund  the  majority  of  the  Port  AC34  Costs. 

F.  The  Port  has  issued  outstanding,  publicly-held  debt  in  the  form  of  Series  2010  A 
and  B  Revenue  Bonds  subject  to  a  bond  indenture  (the  "Port  Indenture").  To  provide  the 


greatest  assurance  to  Port  bondholders,  the  Port  and  the  Controller  recommend  a  binding 
agreement  that  protects  the  Port's  Harbor  Fund  against  certain  of  the  Port  AC34  Costs.  Charter 
Section  B7.320  permits  the  Mayor  to  submit  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  its  approval  a 
memorandum  of  understanding  between  the  Port  Commission  and  another  department  requiring 
the  transfer  of  funds  between  the  Port  and  another  department. 

G.         Under  the  Burton  Act  (Chapter  1333  of  Statutes  1968,  as  amended)  and  San 
Francisco  Charter  Section  4.114,  the  Port  administers  and  controls  the  real  property  transferred 
to  the  City  by  the  State  of  California,  including  the  area  encompassing  the  real  property  that  is 
the  subject  of  the  HVA  and  this  MOU. 

H.        Under  Charter  Section  3.105,  the  Controller  is  responsible  for  the  timely 
accounting,  disbursement,  or  other  disposition  of  monies  of  the  City  in  accordance  with  sound 
financial  practices  applicable  to  municipalities  and  counties. 

AGREEMENT 

1.  Definitions.  The  following  words  and  phrases  have  the  following  meanings  in  this  MOU: 

"CPI"  means  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for  All  Urban  Consumers  (base  years 
1982-1984  =  100)  for  the  San  Francisco-Oakland-San  Jose  area,  published  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  Labor,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

"Payments  In-Lieu  of  Rent"  means  payments  from  the  City  to  the  Harbor  Fund,  as 
calculated  by  the  Controller  under  Section  4.c  of  this  MOU. 

■Race"  means  the  America's  Cup  World  Series  Pre-regattas,  the  America's  Cup 
Challenger  Series,  the  America's  Cup  Defender  Series  (if  held),  and  the  America's  Cup 
Match. 

■'Rent  Index"  means  the  annual  increase  specified  in  the  subject  Port  lease,  for 
each  Port  lease  at  a  Venue  Site  in  effect  as  of  January  1,  2011  for  base  rents,  and  the  CPI 
for  percentage  or  participation  rents,  wharfage,  dockage,  landing  fees,  and  crane  rental 
revenues. 

'"Tenant  Relocation  Cost"  means  any  costs  the  Port  incurs  to  relocate  a  tenant 
from  a  Venue  Site  to  another  facility,  including  aU  related  legal  costs. 

"Venue  Site"  or  "Venue  Sites"  means  one  or  more  Port  facilities  that  will  be  used 
for  staging  or  in  preparation  for  staging  AC34  in  2011-2014. 


,Term. 


a. 


.Term:  The  term  of  this  MOU  will  begin  on  the  date  the  resolution  approving  it 
becomes  effective  and  end  on  the  last  day  of  fiscal  year  2013-14. 


AC34  Budget:  Records. 

a.         The  Port  and  the  Controller  will  make  available  to  each  other  such  records  and 
accounts  as  are  necessary  to  track  Port  AC34  Costs  and  revenues  associated  with 
Port  property  on  a  timely  basis,  whether  incurred  by  the  Port  or  by  the  City.  This 
information  will  include  a  list  of  all  Port  leases  and  licenses  that  are  terminated  or 
are  permitted  to  expire  in  anticipation  of  occupancy  by  the  Authority  for  Event- 
related  purposes.  The  list  will  include  a  summary  of  Port  lease  and  license  terms, 
and  all  rents,  including  base  and  percentage  rent,  and  other  use  fees  and  maritime 
related  revenues. 


Deleted:  General  Principles: 


Deleted:  <#>General;  The  Port,  and 
the  Controller  will  monitor  Port  AC34 
Costs  and  use  best  efforts  to  ensure  that 
such  costs  are  paid  in  a  manner  that: 
(i)  preserves  the  Pons  credit  rating: 
(ii)  maintains  compliance  with  the  Port 
Indenture;  and  (iii)  does  not  reduce  the 
Port's  ability  to  make  capital 
improvements  to  the  waterfront.H 


4.  Payments  In-Lieu  of  Rent. 

a.  Establishing  Venue  Site  Baseline  Rents:  In  the  third  quarter  of  FY  2010-201 1, 
the  Controller  will  determine  the  Venue  Site  Baseline  Rents  for  Port  facilities  that 
will  be  used  as  Venue  Sites  for  the  AC34,  equal  to:  (i)  rents  due  to  the  Port  in  the 
month  of  January  2011  from  all  tenants;  plus  (ii)  the  monthly  average  wharfage, 
dockage,  landing  fees,  and  crane  rental  for  the  period  between  January  2010  and 
December  2010. 

b.  Tracking  Port  Percentage  Rents:  Commencing  in  201 1,  the  Port  will  provide  to 
the  Controller  quarterly  reports  of  its  percentage  rent  revenues  from  Port  property. 

c.  Calculation  and  Payment  of  In-Lieu  of  Rent:  The  Controller  will  calculate  the 
Payment  In-Lieu  of  Rent  due  to  the  Port  in  each  fiscal  quarter  during  the  term  of 
this  MOU.  Subject  to  the  terms  and  limitations  of  Charter  Section  B7.320,  the 
Controller  will  remit  to  the  Port  Payments  In-Lieu  of  Rent  until  (and  including  a 
payment  for)  the  fiscal  quarter  after  the  last  fiscal  quarter  in  which  the  Authority 
has  occupied  a  Venue  Site. 

i.  Step  1  -  Calculation  of  Net  Lost  Rent  from  Venue  Sites: 

•  Determine  the  "Lost  Gross  Rent  From  Venue  Sites,'  which  is  a  projection 
of  the  rent  that  the  Port  would  have  received  from  Venue  Sites  if  the  City 
did  not  host  AC34,  based  on  the  Venue  Site  Baseline  Rents  as  adjusted  by 
the  Rent  Index. 

•  Determine  the  "Residual  Rent  from  Venue  Sites,"  which  means  any  rent 
that  continues  to  be  due  from  Port  tenants  from  Venue  Sites  in  any  fiscal 
quarter  between  2011  and  2014. 

•  Determine  "Rent  from  Venue  Site  Relocated  Tenants,"  which  means  any 
rent  the  Port  is  due  during  a  fiscal  quarter  from  2011  to  2014  from  a  Port 
tenant  relocated  from  a  Venue  Site  to  another  Port  facility,  less  Tenant 
Relocation  Costs. 

•  Calculate  "Net  Lost  Rent  from  Venue  Sites"  according  to  the  following 
formula: 

(Lost  Gross  Rent  from  Venue  Sites) 

-  (Residual  Rent  from  Venue  Sites) 

-  (Rent  from  Venue  Site  Relocated  Tenants) 

=  (Net  Lost  Rent  from  Venue  Sites) 

ii.  Step  2  -  Calculation  of  Percentage  Rents  from  Non-Venue  Sites: 

•  Determine  the  "Race -Induced  Percentage  Rent  Increase  From  Non- Venue 
Sites,"  which  means  the  participation  or  percentage  rent  that  the  Port  is 
due,  excluding  rent  from  Venue  Sites,  during  any  fiscal  quarter  from  2011 
to  2014. 

•  Determine  the  "Inflation  Adjusted  Prior  Year's  Quarterly  Percentage  Rent 
From  Non-Venue  Sites"  by  multiplying  the  participation  or  percentage 
rent  that  the  Port  is  due,  excluding  rent  for  Venue  Sites,  in  the  fiscal 
quarter  one  year  before  any  fiscal  quarter  for  which  a  Payment  In-Lieu  of 
Rent  is  calculated,  by  1.03. 


•  Calculate  "Percentage  Rents  from  Non-Venue  Sites"  according  to  the 

following  formula: 

(Race-Induced  Percentage  Rent  Increase  From  Non-Venue  Sites) 
(Inflation  Adjusted  Prior  Year's  Quarterly  Percentage  Rent  From  Non-Venue  Sites) 
=  (Percentage  Rents  from  Non-Venue  Sites) 


•  Negative  values  for  Percentage  Rents  from  Non- Venue  Sites  will  be 
disregarded  in  any  calculation  of  Payment  In-Lieu  of  Rent  in  Step  3. 

iii.  Step  3  -  Calculation  of  Payment  In-Lieu  of  Rent: 

•  Calculate  "Payment  In-Lieu  of  Rent"  according  to  the  following  formula: 

(Net  Lost  Rent  From  Venue  Sites) 

-  (Percentage  Rents  From  Non-Venue  Sites) 

=  (Payment  In-Lieu  of  Rent) 

5.         JSotices.  An^  notice  given  under  this  MOU  shall  be  effective  only  if  in  \yritiiig  and  given 
by  delivering  the  notice  in  person  or  by  sending  it  first-class  mail  or  certified  mail  with  a  return 
receipt  requested  or  by  overnight  courier  return  receipt  requested,  with  postage  prepaid,  at  the 
following  addresses,  or  at  such  other  addresses  as  either  the  Port  or  the  Controller  may  designate 
by  notice  as  its  new  address: 

Address  for  Port:  Port  of  San  Francisco 

Pier  One 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Monique  Moyer,  Executive  Director 
Email:  monique.moyer@sfport.com 

Telephone  No.:  (415)  274-0401 

Fax  No.:  (415)274-0578 


Address  for  Controller: 


Office  of  the  Controller 

City  Hall  Room  316 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Ben  Rosenfield,  Controller 

Email:  ben.rosenfield(a)sfgov.org 

Telephone  No.:  (415)  554-7500 

Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7466 


Any  notice  under  this  MOU  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  given  two  business  days  after  the  date 
when  it  is  mailed  if  sent  by  first-class  or  certified  mail,  one  business  day  after  the  date  it  is 
mailed,  if  sent  by  overnight  courier,  or  on  the  date  personal  delivery  is  made.  For  convenience 
of  the  parties,  courtesy  notices  may  also  be  given  by  email,  facsimile,  or  telephone  to  the  address 
or  numbers  set  forth  above  or  such  other  address  or  number  as  may  be  provided  from  time  to 
time;  however,  neither  the  Port  nor  the  Controller  may  give  official  or  binding  notice  by  email, 
telephone,  or  facsimile. 


Deleted:  <#>Responsibililv  for  Older 
Fori  AC34  Cosls.  Tenant  Relocation 
Costs  and  Event-related  staffing  costs  are 
anticipated  to  be  reimbursed  by  private 
funds  raised  by  the  America's  Cup 
Organizing  Committee  to  the  extent  such 
funding  is  available.  The  Port  and  the 
Controller  each  will  maintain  and  make 
available  to  each  other  an  accounting  of 
all  Tenant  Relocation  Costs  and  Event- 
related  expenditures  in  connection  with 
the  agreements  and/or  arrangements 
governing  the  use  of  such  funds.H 
<#>Certification  of  Funds.  The 
Controller  will  certify  the  use  of  any 
funds  other  than  the  Port's  Harbor  Fund, 
including  private  funds  raised  by  the 
America's  Cup  Organizing  Committee  to 
the  extent  available  for  such  costs,  to  pay 
for  all  other  Event-related  costs  for  which 
the  City  or  Port  is  respinsible  under  the 
HVA.  The  Controller  will  also  certify  the 
amount  of  debt  or  cash  that  is  not  repaid 
by  the  Harbor  Fund  to  fund  the  costs  of 
the  City's  Infrastructure  Work  (as  defined 
in  Article  6  of  the  HVA).  H 
<#>Pier  27.  II 

<#>Subject  to  appropriation  by  the  Port 
Commission,  the  Mayor,  and  the  Board 
of  Supervisors,  and  compliance  with 
CEQA,  the  Port  will  use  revenue  bonds 
or  other  debt,  the  Authority  Infrastructure   j 
Work,  and  other  available  sources  of 
funding  to  finance  and  construct  the  core 
and  shell  of  a  cruise  terminal  at  Pier  27 
by  January  1,  2013.11 
<#>Subject  to  appropriation  by  the  Port 
Commission,  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  compliance  with  CEQA, 
the  Conuoller  will  certify  the  availability 
of  funds  (cunently  estimated  to  be  $6.5 
million)  in  City  capital  funding  that  is  not 
repaid  by  the  Harbor  Fund  to  finance  a 
portion  of  the  Port's  shortfall  for  the 
cruise  terminal  project  to  core  and  shell 
of  a  cruise  terminal  at  Pier  27.    H 
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SUBJECT:     Request  approval  to  award  the  Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  development 

opportunity  to  Forest  City  Development  California,  Inc.  and  to  enter  into 
exclusive  negotiations  for  a  lease  and  development  agreement  of  25  acres 
to  achieve  the  objectives  specified  in  the  Port's  August  30,  2010 
development  solicitation  for  the  site 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt  Attached  Resolution 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

This  staff  report  discusses  the  outcome  of  the  Request  for  Qualifications  ("RFQ") 
seeking  a  developer  for  a  25  acre-portion  of  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan  area.  This  area, 
called  the  "Waterfront  Site",  is  shown  on  Exhibit  A.  Port  Staff  recommends  that  Forest 
City  Development  California,  Inc.  ("Forest  City")  be  awarded  the  opportunity  to  enter  into 
an  Exclusive  Negotiation  Agreement  ("ENA")  with  the  Port  for  the  Waterfront  Site. 

Of  the  responses  received  Forest  City  best  meets  the  Port's  needs  for  an  experienced, 
financially  capable  developer.  Forest  City  also  demonstrated  a  strong  understanding  of 
the  Pier  70  Preferred  Master  Plan  ("Master  Plan")  and  advanced  a  compelling  vision  for 
the  Waterfront  Site  to  realize  the  Master  Plan  implementation.  The  significant  interest  in 
Pier  70  -  six  responses  to  the  RFQ  -  affirmed  that  this  is  the  time  to  advance  Pier  70  for 
revitalization. 

Port  Staff  requests  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  negotiation  of  an  ENA  that  will 
guide  the  preparation  of  a  development  proposal  for  the  site.  This  action  would  not 
approve  any  development  project,  only  the  parameters  for  considering  a  project. 
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BACKGROUND 

In  April  2010,  the  Port  published  its  Preferred  Master  Plan  ("Master  Plan")  for  the  69- 
acre  Pier  70  area  after  an  extensive  community  planning  and  technical  feasibility 
analysis  effort.  On  May  1 1 ,  2010,  the  Port  Commission  authorized  two  efforts  to  attract 
development  partners  to  realize  the  Master  Plan  vision  (Resolution  10-27). 

•  The  "Waterfront  Site"  is  the  southeast  25  acres  of  the  site  with  capacity  for  2.5 
million  square  feet  of  new  development  and  over  250,000  square  feet  of  historic 
buildings.  This  site's  rent  and  tax  revenues  will  support  investment  in  parks, 
infrastructure  and  historic  buildings  for  all  of  Pier  70.  The  RFQ  for  a  development 
partner  for  this  site  was  issued  on  August  30,  201 1 ;  responses  were  due  on 
January  11,  2011. 

•  The  20th  Street  historic  buildings  were  offered  separately  through  a  Request  for 
Interest  ("RFI")  released  on  March  16,  2011. 

The  Pier  70  Master  Plan  provides  a  vision  balancing  sustained  ship  repair,  historic 
preservation,  new  waterfront  parks,  and  new  development.  As  well  as  this  land  use 
vision,  in  the  last  several  years,  the  Port  has  secured  new  public  finance  tools,  approval 
mechanisms  and  undertaken  substantial  technical  investigation  of  the  site's  historic 
resources  and  environmental  conditions.  Further  Pier  70  development  program  details 
are  needed  to  establish  appropriate  new  zoning  designations  for  Pier  70,  understand 
infrastructure  requirements  and  funding  sources,  and  to  fully  access  the  public  funding 
sources  available  from  growth  in  payroll,  hotel,  and  property  taxes  that  will  be  needed  to 
rehabilitate  the  historic  buildings  and  build  new  parks. 

Although  the  20*"^  Street  historic  buildings  and  the  Waterfront  Site  are  offered 
separately,  the  Port  anticipates  all  of  the  developers/users  at  Pier  70,  including  the 
existing  ship  repair  tenant,  to  collaborate  in  refining  future  plans  for  the  area. 

SUBMITTALS  RECEIVED 

Developer  submittals  were  received  for  the  Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  RFQ  from  the 
following  parties,  listed  alphabetically: 

Build  Inc. 

Forest  City  Development  California,  Inc. 

Mission  Bay  Development  Group 

San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners 

TMG  Partners/The  Sobrato  Organization 

United  States,  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs,  San  Francisco  Medical  Center 

Staff  review  of  the  submittals  found  four  of  the  six  most  qualified  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  RFQ.  The  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  and  Build  Inc.  offered 
visions  that  may  fit  at  Pier  70  in  the  future,  but  not  as  the  Waterfront  Site  developer. 


-2- 


The  four  developers  evaluated  in  depth  were: 

Forest  City  is  a  90-year  old,  publicly-traded  real  estate  developer  with  a  strong  San 
Francisco  presence.  It  specializes  in  urban  infill  projects  including  many  public/ 
private  partnerships.  Forest  City  proposes  creating  an  innovation  cluster  at  Pier  70 
coupling  high  quality  office  facilities  with  diverse  activities  and  public  amenities  for 
the  greater  San  Francisco  community,  in  particular,  artist,  "makers",  and  other 
creative  sectors.  Forest  City  would  serve  as  both  the  developer  and  equity  partner 
for  the  project.  Their  approach  considers  both  an  incremental,  organic  approach  to 
Pier  70  as  well  as  attracting  large  scale  anchor  tenants. 

Mission  Bay  Development  Group  ("MBDG")  is  a  relatively  new  developer  that  is 
implementing  the  Mission  Bay  redevelopment  plan  for  its  current  owners.  The 
principals  of  MBDG  have  been  associated  with  the  Mission  Bay  project  for  over  a 
decade  through  Catellus  Development  Company  and  Farallon  Capital  Management 
LLC.  MBDG  proposes  a  master  developer  approach  to  Pier  70  where  it  would  lead 
entitlement  efforts,  infrastructure  and  park  construction  and  financing  ("horizontal 
development").  Third  party  developers  and  end-users  would  construct  and  operate 
the  buildings  ("vertical  development").  MBDG  has  partnered  with  Cherokee 
Investment  Partners  as  its  equity  investor.  Cherokee  is  an  opportunistic  real  estate 
development  specializing  in  brownfield  land  development  projects. 

San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners  ("SFWP")  is  a  San  Francisco  developer  familiar 
to  the  Port  as  the  developer  of  Piers  1 V2,  3,  5  and  the  prospective  developer  of  8 
Washington/Seawall  Lot  351 .  It  is  a  partnership  of  Pacific  Waterfront  Partners  and 
the  California  State  Teachers  Retirement  System  ("CalSTRS").  Its  vision  includes  a 
marina  and  a  waterfront  hotel,  adding  areas  just  north  of  the  Waterfront  Site  to  its 
project  concept.  SFWP  is  targeting  innovation  companies  and  has  identified  several 
educational  facilities  as  prospective  tenants. 

TMG  Partners  and  The  Sobrato  Organization  ("TMG/Sobrato")  are  two  of  the  largest 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  real  estate  developers  and  investors.  They  propose  a  joint 
venture  with  TMG  as  the  developer  lead  and  Sobrato  as  an  active  investor,  bringing 
its  background  in  technology-focused  business  parks.  The  TMG/Sobrato  submittal 
proposed  to  partner  with  the  Port  to  choose  a  design  team  and  develop  a  strategic 
approach  to  Pier  70. 

Exhibit  B  presents  an  overview  of  the  four  submittals  including  the  identified 
development  team  members.  This  information,  where  possible,  reflects  the  submittals' 
exact  language  and  does  not  reflect  staff  analysis  or  judgment  regarding  the  proposals. 

As  a  qualifications  and  concept  driven  process,  the  RFQ  did  not  require  design  or 
economic  proposals.  The  RFQ  asked  respondents  to  provide  the  following  information: 

1 .  Waterfront  Site  Vision/Concept:  including  approach  to  project  implementation, 
identified  uses  or  users  and  market  rationale,  and  financial  structure  for  project. 

2.  Benciimarks  and  Sclieduie:  to  realize  the  project  approval. 

3.  Qualifications:  the  developer's  experience  completing  projects  similar  in  scale  and 
complexity  to  Pier  70. 

4.  Financial  Capacity:  resources  available  to  the  developer  to  execute  the  project. 
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SUBMITTAL  EVALUATION  PROCESS 

The  RFQ  established  evaluation  criteria,  shown  in  detail  in  Exhibit  C.  General 
categories  are:  Approach  (35  points),  Experience  (30  points),  and  Capacity  (35  points). 
Port  Staff,  aided  by  consultants  and  an  evaluation  panel,  evaluated  the  submittals.  The 
members  of  the  evaluation  panel  were: 

Steve  Chamberlin,  Chamberlin  Associates,  retired  developer  and  real  estate 
professor  at  Haas  Business  School 

Bijal  Patel,  Deputy  Director,  Property  Development  &  Management,  Santa  Clara 
Valley  Transit  Authority 

Tracie  Reynolds,  Manager,  Real  Estate  and  Development  Services,  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

Corrine  Woods,  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group,  Mission  Bay  resident 

Jasper  Rubin,  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group,  planning  professor  at  San 
Francisco  State 

This  panel,  with  Port  Staff,  interviewed  the  four  teams  on  February  23,  201 1  and 
individually  and  independently  scored  each  team  on  the  evaluation  criteria.  Exhibit  D 
includes  the  detail  of  the  evaluation  panel  scoring. 

Lawrence  Brown  of  the  Port's  finance  division  reviewed  the  confidential  financial 
statements  and  recommended  the  scoring  for  financial  capacity.  Economic  Planning 
Systems,  Inc.  provided  an  analysis  of  how  well  each  team's  approach  and  experience 
meets  the  RFQ  criteria  (Exhibit  E).  Port  staff  reviewed  each  team's  staff  capacity  based 
on  the  submittals  and  interviews  and  checked  references  for  these  developers. 

EVALUATION  RESULTS 

Scores  for  each  submittal  using  the  100  point  RFQ  evaluation  metric  are  below. 


Maximum 

Forest  City 

MBDG 

SFWP 

TMG 

Approach 
Experience 

30 
35 

29.39 
25.66 

29.39 
22.77 

21.64 
22.58 

17.70 
17.84 

Panel  Totaf 
Staff  Capacity^ 
Financial  Capacity^ 

65 
10 
25 

55.05 

9.00 

25.00 

52.16 

6.00 

18.00 

44.22 

6.00 

20.00 

35.54 

9.00 

20.00 

Total  Score 

100 

89.05 

76.16 

70.22 

64.54 

1 .  Panel  scoring  connpleted  February  23,  201 1 

2.  Evaluated  by  Port  Staff  based  on  submittal  and  interview. 

3.  Evaluated  by  Port  Financial  Analyst  based  on  review  of  confidential  financial  materials. 


The  items  scored  by  the  technical  panel  (Approach  and  Experience)  represent  the 
average  of  the  scores  of  the  five  panel  members.  Forest  City  scored  the  highest  overall 
and  in  each  category  (tying  with  MBDG  on  Approach  and  with  TMG/Sobrato  on  Staff 
Capacity). 

Strengths  of  the  Forest  City  submittal  include: 

•  Broad  experience  in  projects  of  similar  scope  and  scale.  Several  projects  had  direct 
parallels  to  Pier  70  including  the  Washington  Naval  Yards  (waterfront  site  near  a 
working  naval  yard),  University  Park  at  MIT  (technology  campus  on  a  land  lease 
from  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology),  and  the  Presidio  Landmark  (thoughtful 
new  construction  in  a  historic  district). 

•  Senior  staff  nationally  will  be  involved  bringing  specialized  expertise  and  experience, 
with  a  strong  local  staff  presence. 

•  Its  conceptual  market  approach  showed  deepest  thought  on  how  to  use  Pier  70  site: 

o    Addresses  how  economy  is  changing  and  differing  demands  for  space. 

o    Seek  to  draw  SOMA/South  Park  type  of  innovation  energy  to  Pier  70. 

o    Builds  on  San  Francisco's  economic  strengths  of  growing  creative  and 
technology  enterprises. 

•  Exceptional  access  to  capital  with  one  entity  serving  as  equity  investor  and 
developer.  Forest  City  had  assets  of  $1 1 .9  billion  as  of  January  31 ,  2010.  In 
addition,  it  can  access  equity  through  the  sale  of  publicly-traded  stock. 

•  Strong  historic  preservation  experience  and  experience  in  new  construction  in 
historic  districts. 

•  Build  and  hold  business  model  suits  the  Port's  need  for  a  long-term  partner  to  realize 
the  Port's  Pier  70  Master  Plan  vision  well. 

PUBLIC  OUTREACH 

On  February  22,  201 1 ,  the  Port  Commission  heard  short  presentations  from  the  four 
developers  regarding  their  qualifications  and  approach  to  undertake  the  Pier  70  project. 
At  this  time,  the  developers'  summaries  of  each  submittal  were  made  public. 

The  Port's  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (CWAG),  coordinating  with  the  Potrero 
Boosters  and  Dogpatch  Neighborhood  Associations,  hosted  a  community  meeting  at 
the  Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood  House  on  Monday,  March  7,  201 1 .  Over  50  people 
attended  including  neighbors  from  Potrero  Hill,  Dogpatch,  Showplace  Square,  Mission 
Bay  and  China  Basin,  as  well  as  District  10  Supervisor  Malia  Cohen. 

Each  of  the  four  prospective  developers  discussed  one  of  the  eight  RFQ  objectives  for 
the  Waterfront  site.  After  each  presentation,  members  of  the  CWAG  asked  questions 
and  then  members  of  the  public  asked  questions  of  each  team. 
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After  these  presentations,  and  without  prospective  developer  input,  the  CWAG 
members  and  the  public  discussed  the  four  developers,  identifying  strengths  and  issues 
of  concern,  included  as  Exhibit  G.  This  meeting  was  very  productive  in  advancing  the 
communities'  understanding  of  options  for  the  site's  future  and  demonstrated  continuing 
support  for  the  Master  Plan  goals  of  revitalizing  Pier  70. 

EXCLUSIVE  NEGOTIATIONS  PROCESS 

The  Port  Commission  has  the  sole  discretion  to  award  the  development  opportunity. 
Upon  the  Port  Commission's  award,  Port  Staff  and  Forest  City  would  negotiate  the 
terms  of  an  ENA  committing  the  Port  to  not  enter  negotiations  concerning  the 
Waterfront  Site  with  any  other  party  (other  than  for  interim  use)  during  the  exclusive 
negotiation  period.  The  ENA  will  also  govern  how  the  required  agreements  will  be 
negotiated.  It  will  specify  time  frames  and  milestones  for  Port  Commission,  Planning 
Commission,  and  Board  of  Supervisors  review  and  approval. 

During  the  period  of  exclusive  negotiations,  the  following  events  are  anticipated: 

•  The  developer  will  prepare  a  development  project  proposal  to  respond  to  the 
objectives  of  the  RFQ,  in  the  context  of  the  Master  Plan 

•  The  Port  and  the  Developer  will  negotiate  documents  for  the  lease  and 
development  of  the  site,  including  the  Port's  and  developer's  respective 
responsibilities,  the  economic  parameters,  development  standards  and 
requirements,  and  a  performance  schedule,  in  a  final  form  approved  by  the  City 
Attorney's  Office. 

•  The  developer  will  complete  its  due  diligence  review  of  the  site,  finalize  financial 
projections  and  complete  preliminary  site  plans. 

•  The  developer  will  secure  financial  commitments  for  the  proposed  project  from 
lenders  and/or  equity  sources  and  preliminary  sublease  commitments  from 
proposed  anchor  tenants. 

•  The  developer,  with  the  Port's  cooperation,  will  refine  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan, 
and  complete  the  Master  Plan  and  Waterfront  Site  project  approval  processes 
and  any  required  environmental  review. 

Entering  into  negotiations  is  not  an  approval  of  Forest  City's  project  concept,  nor  does  it 
commit  either  party  to  the  Waterfront  Site  project.  As  outlined  in  the  RFQ  and  Master 
Plan,  numerous  policy  actions  must  be  taken  prior  to  approval  of  development  of  the 
Waterfront  Site. 

NEXT  STEPS 

If  authorized  by  the  Port  Commission,  Port  Staff  will  negotiate  the  terms  of  an  ENA.  On 
or  before  July  1 2,  201 1 ,  the  Port  Commission  would  then  review  and  authorize  the 
execution  of  the  ENA,  or  authorize  more  time  to  negotiate  the  ENA,  if  it  determines  that 
the  parties  have  made  substantial  progress  toward  agreement.  Subsequent  to  ENA 
approval,  Staff  would  return  to  the  Port  Commission  for  direction  as  we  work  with  Forest 
City  to  develop  a  project  concept  and  entitlement  strategy  for  Pier  70. 


The  RFQ  called  for  the  Waterfront  Site  developer  to  aid  the  Port  in  advancing  the 
Master  Plan  vision  including  the  following  efforts: 

•  Further  the  vision  for  the  entire  Pier  70  area  (with  the  Port  and  stakeholders)  and 
develop  site  plans  with  private  sector  expertise. 

•  Develop  an  infrastructure  plan  for  new  streets  and  extensions  of  existing  streets, 
utilities,  and  other  infrastructure  that  includes  the  full  69  acres,  and  off-site  needs. 

•  Identify  the  development  program  for  the  Waterfront  Site. 

•  In  collaboration  with  the  Port,  secure  entitlements  for  the  entire  Pier  70  area  that 
meet  the  Waterfront  Site  project  needs  and  establish  the  framework  for  the  area 
as  a  whole. 

•  Working  with  the  Port,  secure  public  finance  and  other  approvals  from  Board  of 
Supervisors  using  mechanisms  authorized  by  San  Francisco  voters  in  2008. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based  on  the  assessment  of  the  submittal  using  the  RFQ  evaluation  criteria,  Port  staff 
recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  award  the  Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  development 
opportunity  to  Forest  City  Development  California  and  enter  into  exclusive  negotiations 
for  a  lease  and  development  agreement  of  25  acres  to  achieve  the  objectives  specified 
in  the  Port's  August  30,  201 0  development  solicitation  for  the  site. 


Prepared  by:     Kathleen  Diohep,  Project  Manager 
Lawrence  Brown,  Financial  Analyst 

Through:  Jonathan  Stern,  Assistant  Deputy  Director 

Waterfront  Development 

For:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director 

Planning  &  Development 

Exhibits 

A.  Waterfront  Site  Map 

B.  Summary  of  Developer  Submittals 

C.  Evaluation  Criteria 

D.  Evaluation  Panel  Scores 

E.  Economic  Planning  Systems  Report 

F.  CWAG  Comments 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-21 


WHEREAS,      Charter  Section  B3.581  empowers  the  Port  Commission  with  the 

authority  and  duty  to  use,  conduct,  operate,  maintain,  manage,  regulate 
and  control  the  lands  within  Port  jurisdiction;  and 

WHEREAS,      The  Port  owns  an  approximately  69-acre  site,  located  on  San 

Francisco's  Central  Waterfront,  between  1 8th  and  22nd  Streets  and  east 
of  Illinois  Street,  known  as  Pier  70;  and 

WHEREAS,      In  late  2006,  the  Port  initiated  a  community  planning  process  to  develop 
a  master  plan  and  in  July  2009,  after  six  informational  Commission 
hearings,  four  community  workshops,  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group 
policy  discussions,  and  additional  community  outreach,  the  Port 
published  its  draft  Preferred  Master  Plan  for  review,  and  after  an 
additional  informational  Port  Commission  hearing  on  March  9,  2010,  the 
Port  published  its  final  Pier  70  Preferred  Master  Plan  ("Master  Plan")  , 
which  addresses  policymaker  and  community  comment;  and 

WHEREAS,      On  May  1 1 ,  201 0,  by  Resolution  1 0-27,  the  Port  Commission  endorsed 
the  vision,  goals,  objectives,  and  design  criteria  of  the  Master  Plan  for 
Pier  70  which  identifies  about  3  million  square  feet  of  capacity  for  new 
buildings  and  700,000  square  feet  of  potential  adaptive  reuse  capacity, 
and  a  system  of  infrastructure,  roadways,  shoreline  parks,  plazas  and 
open  space  while  retaining  17  acres  for  ship  repair  use;  and 

WHEREAS,      Twenty  five  acres  in  the  southeast  corner  of  Pier  70  (the  "Waterfront 

Site")  presents  an  opportunity  for  new  development  to  generate  rent  and 
tax  revenues  to  support  the  Master  Plan's  goals;  and 

WHEREAS,      The  Port  Commission,  by  Resolution  10-27,  established  the 

development  parameters  for  the  Waterfront  Site,  authorized  a  developer 
qualifications  solicitation  process,  and  on  August  30,  2010,  the  Port 
issued  the  Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  Request  for  Qualifications  (RFQ);  and 

WHEREAS,      Six  parties  submitted  timely  submittals  to  the  Port;  and,  of  these,  four 

were  found  to  be  qualified  and  responsive  to  the  RFQ  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,      Port  staff  convened  an  evaluation  review  panel  of  five  persons  with 
experience  in  real  estate  economics,  land  use  planning  and 
architecture/urban  design  to  review  the  responses  against  the  RFQ 
objectives  and  evaluation  criteria;  and 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


RESOLVED, 


RESOLVED, 


RESOLVED, 


RESOLVED, 


The  evaluation  panel.  Port  Staff,  and  consultants  found  that  Forest  City 
Development  California,  Inc  ("Forest  City")  has  the  qualifications  needed 
for  the  Pier  70  effort  and  its  proposed  vision  complies  with  the 
development  objectives  identified  in  the  RFQ;  and 

Forest  City  is  a  subsidiary  of  Forest  City  Enterprises,  Inc.,  a  90-year  old, 
publicly  traded  development  company  with  assets  of  $1 1 .9  billion  as  of 
January  31 ,  2010,  demonstrating  substantial  financial  capacity  for  the 
Waterfront  Site  effort;  and 

The  Port  Commission  has  reviewed  and  evaluated  the  analyses 
prepared  by  Port  staff,  consultants,  the  Central  Waterfront  Advisory 
Group,  and  the  evaluation  panel,  the  Port  Staff  recommendations  set 
forth  in  the  Staff  Report  accompanying  this  resolution,  and  has 
determined  that  Forest  City  possesses  the  qualifications  and  financial 
capacity  required  by  the  RFQ  and  presents  an  approach  to  Pier  70  that 
meets  Port's  objectives  for  the  Waterfront  Site;  therefore  be  it 

That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  awards  to  Forest  City  the  Pier  70 
Waterfront  Site  development  opportunity  and  directs  Staff  to  negotiate 
the  terms  of  an  exclusive  negotiations  agreement  for  lease  and 
development  of  the  Waterfront  Site  to  achieve  the  objectives  specified  in 
the  RFQ  for  a  period  of  time  ending  July  1 2,  201 1 ,  unless  the  Port 
Commission  extends  this  period  based  on  confidential  consultations  with 
Staff  and  its  determination  that  the  parties  have  made  substantial 
progress  towards  reaching  agreement;  and  be  it  further 

The  Port  Commission  must  approve  the  terms  of  an  Exclusive 
Negotiations  Agreement  establishing  performance  benchmarks  for  the 
Waterfront  Site  and  authorize  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Port,  or  her 
designee  to  execute  that  agreement;  and  be  it  further 

That  the  Port  Commission  reserves  the  right,  if  negotiations  with  Forest 
City  are  unsuccessful  and  do  not  lead  to  approval  of  an  ENA  or  a 
development  agreement,  lease  and  related  documents  to  undertake 
other  efforts  including,  but  not  limited  to,  determining  no  project  will  be 
pursued,  selecting  a  tenant  by  any  other  means,  negotiating  with  any 
other  respondent,  issuing  a  new  development  solicitation  at  the  Port 
Commission's  sole  discretion;  and  be  it  further 

That  awarding  the  development  opportunity  to  Forest  City  begins  a 
process  of  defining  a  project  for  the  Waterfront  Site  and  the  development 
concepts  envisioned  in  the  Master  Plan  and  the  RFQ  and  in  the  Forest 
City  submittal  will  evolve  through  the  extensive  public  review  process 
including  changes  to  the  uses,  the  mix  of  uses,  the  intensity  of 
development  or  other  fundamental  terms,  all  leading  to  a  final  project 
proposal,  subject  to  Port  Commission  review;  and  be  it  further 


-9- 


RESOLVED,    That  the  direction  to  staff  to  negotiate  an  ENA  does  not  commit  the  Port 
Commission  to  approval  of  the  terms  of  the  ENA  or  any  specific 
development  concept  or  project  proposal,  nor  will  the  ENA  or  the  project 
review  process  it  establishes  foreclose  the  possibility  of  alternatives 
development  concepts,  mitigation  measures,  or  deciding  not  to  grant 
entitlement  or  approve  the  lease  and  development  of  the  Waterfront  Site; 
and  be  it  further 


RESOLVED, 


RESOLVED, 


That  entering  into  exclusive  negotiations  does  not  commit  the  Port 
Commission  to  approval  of  a  final  lease  or  related  documents  and  that 
the  Port  Commission  shall  not  take  any  discretionary  actions  committing 
it  to  the  project  until  it  has  reviewed  and  considered  environmental 
documentation  prepared  in  compliance  with  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA);  and  be  it  further 

That  the  Port  Commission  expresses  its  thanks  and  appreciation  to  the 
Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  and  the  Waterfront  Site  Evaluation 
panel  for  their  participation  in  and  support  of  the  Port's  evaluation  of 
responses  to  the  RFQ. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  12, 2011. 


Secretary 
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Exhibit  C 

Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  Request  for  Qualifications 

Evaluation  Criteria 

1.  APPROACH  (35  POINTS) 

a.  Ability  to  meet  the  Port's  Objectives  for  the  Waterfront  Site  with  the  team  and 
project  vision  submitted. 

b.  Fit  of  proposed  vision,  approach,  schedule,  and  conceptual  financial  structure 
for  the  Waterfront  Site  project  to  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan,  in  particular, 
the  likelihood  of  generating  tax  and  lease  revenues  needed  to  fund  Pier  70 
public  benefits. 

c.  Feasibility  of  respondent's  approach  to  succeed  in  the  near  term  in  a  San 
Francisco,  waterfront,  and  Pier  70  context. 

d.  Identified  users  for  the  site  and/or  prior  relationships  with  biotechnology, 
office,  and/or  industrial  tenants. 

2.  EXPERIENCE  (30  POINTS) 

a.  Successful  track  record  of  developing  complex,  large-scale  developments, 
including  former  industrial  and  waterfront  sites. 

b.  Experience  with  historic  rehabilitation  meeting  the  Secretary  of  Interior's 
Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties. 

c.  Experience  with  building  new  structures  in  the  context  of  a  historic  district. 

d.  Proven  ability  to  work  with  public  agencies,  particularly  in  a  waterfront 
context,  to  achieve  development  desired  by  the  public  sector. 

e.  Proven  track  record  of  completing  projects  of  comparable  type,  scope,  and 
quality  envisioned. 

f.  Proven  ability  to  implement  projects  quickly,  effectively,  and  on  budget. 

g.  Experience  with  sustainable  development  within  an  urban  context,  including 
demonstrated  use  of  innovative  design  and  development  measures  to  meet 
LEED  standards  or  otherwise  minimize  environmental  impacts  of  projects. 

h.  Track  record  of  local  hiring  and  participation  of  locally  owned  businesses  in 

prior  projects. 
1.    Demonstrated  ability  to  partner  with  local  organizations  and/or  address 

community  concerns. 

3.  CAPACITY  (35  POINTS) 

a.  Financial  capacity  to  develop  the  Waterfront  Site.  Proven  ability  of  developer 
to  possess  or  attract  equity  and  debt  capital  for  a  project  of  this  type  as 
evidenced  by: 

i.  financings  of  comparable  projects, 

ii.  financial  status,  and 

iii.  on-going  relationships  with  financial  sources. 

b.  Sufficient  staff  and  consultant  resources  to  meet  the  project  objectives. 
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EXHIBIT   E 

Memorandum 

To:  Kathleen  Diohep 

From:  James  Musbach  and  Rebecca  Benassini 

Subject:  Waterfront  Site  Development  RFQ  Evaluation;  EPS  #20060 

Date:  March  16,  2011 


The  Port  of  San  Francisco  retained  Economic  &  Planning  Systems  to 
assist  in  the  evaluation  of  the  responses  to  the  Port's  Waterfront  Site 
Development  Request  for  Qualifications  (RFQ).   The  Waterfront  Site  is  a 
25-acre  area  within  the  Port's  Pier  70  area,  located  in  San  Francisco's 
Central  Waterfront  area.   The  Port  received  six  responses  to  the  RFQ. 
Based  on  an  initial  review  with  Port  staff,  four  of  those  submittals  were 
considered  to  be  complete  and  met  the  minimum  qualifications  for 
submittals,  as  set  forth  in  the  RFQ.   The  Port  retained  EPS  to  conduct  a 
detailed  evaluation  of  the  four  minimally  qualified  respondents. 

This  evaluation  has  been  conducted  based  on  the  written  responses  to 
the  RFQ.    It  is  important  to  note  that  the  development  teams  also 
interviewed  with  a  panel  selected  by  the  Port.    In  addition.  Port  staff 
conducted  reference  checks.   This  document  focuses  only  on  the  written 
responses  provided  to  the  RFQ.   The  results  of  the  interviews  and 
reference  checks  are  discussed  in  a  Port  staff  report. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  this  evaluation  does  not  present  scores  for 
the  respondents.  Rather,  each  respondent  has  been  compared  to  one 
another  for  each  evaluation  criteria. 


Economic  &  Planning  Systems,  Inc. 
y.501  Ninth  Street,  .So/fe  2U0 
Berkeley,  CA   'i-!7IO-P'iIS 
510  341  9190  td 
510  841  9208  rax 

Bfirkelay 
Sacramento 

::•  nver 

'jvww.epsys.com 
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Summary  of  RFQ   Respondents 

The  attached  pages  summarize  responses  from  four  teams: 

•  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners  •      Mission  Bay  Development  Group 

•  Forest  City  •      TMG/Sobrato 


Evaluation   Organization 

The  RFQ  sets  forth  a  100-point  scoring  system,  combining  the  written  results  and  the  results  of 
the  interviews.   The  points  system  is  included  as  Exhibit  A.   The  four  respondents  have  been 
evaluated  on  the  basis  of  the  Criteria  set  forth  on  pages  30  and  31  in  the  RFQ  (and  included  here 
as  Exhibit  B).    Note  that  each  respondent  has  been  evaluated  with  respect  to: 

Criterion  1:  Approach  and 

Criterion  2:  Experience. 

The  analysis  of  the  responses  has  been  separated  into  two  sections: 

•  Rankings.   Tables  1  and  2  summarize  the  evaluation.  Each  of  the  respondents  has  been 
ranked  for  each  Approach  and  Experience  criterion  as  Excellent,  Good,  Adequate, 
Inadequate,  or  Insufficient  Information.    In  cases  where  insufficient  information  was  provided 
in  the  written  documents,  interview  and  reference  checks  were  used  to  supplement 
information  pertaining  to  the  criteria.   This  was  particularly  true  for  Criterion  F:  Keep  projects 
to  budget  and  schedule,  for  which  all  respondents  provided  little  information. 

•  Detailed  Evaluation.  The  Detailed  Evaluation  provides  an  overview  of  each  respondent,  by 
criterion,  as  well  as  EPS's  analysis  of  the  written  response. 
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Rankings 


Table  1.  Summary  of  Approach  Evaluation 


Approach  Evaluation 

Waterfront 
Partners 

Forest  City 

MBDG 

TMG/ 
Sobrato 

a)    Ability  to  meet  the  Port's  Objectives 
for  the  Waterfront  Site  (Section  III.C) 
with  the  team  and  project  vision 
submitted. 

Good 

Excellent/ 
Good 

Good/ 
Adequate 

Inadequate 

b)    Fit  of  proposed  vision,  approach, 
schedule,  and  conceptual  financial 
structure  for  the  Waterfront  Site 
project  to  the  goals  of  the  Master 
Plan,  in  particular,  the  likelihood  of 
generating  tax  and  lease  revenues 
needed  to  fund  Pier  70  public  benefits. 

Good/ 
Adequate 

Excellent 

Good/ 
Adequate 

Adequate 

c)    Feasibility  of  respondent's  approach  to 
succeed  in  the  near  term  in  a  San 
Francisco,  waterfront,  and  Pier  70 
context. 

Good/ 
Adequate 

Good 

Good/ 
Adequate 

Inadequate 

d)    Identified  users  for  the  site  and/or 
prior  relationships  with  biotechnology, 
office,  and/or  industrial  tenants, 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Table  2.  Summary  of  Experience 

Evaluation 

Experience  Evaluation 

Waterfront 
Partners 

Forest  City 

MBDG 

TMG/ 
Sobrato 

a)    Overall  Track  Record 

Good 

Excellent 

Good/ 
Adeauate 

Good 

b)    Historic  Rehab 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Inadequate 

Good 

c)    New  Structures  in  Historic  District 

Excellent/ 
Good 

Excellent/ 
Good 

Inadequate 

Good 

d)    Public  agencies,  esp.  waterfront 

Excellent 

Excellent/ 
Good 

Good/ 
Adeauate 

Good 

e)    Comparable  projects 

Good/ 
Adeauate 

Excellent 

Good/ 
Adeauate 

Good 

f)    Keep  to  budget/schedule 

Insufficient 
Info. 

Insufficient 
Info. 

Insufficient 
Info. 

Insufficient 
Info. 

g)    Sustainability 

Good/ 
Adequate 

Excellent 

Good/ 
Adequate 

Good 

h)    LBEs 

Excellent 

Good 

Excellent 

Good/ 
Adeauate 

i)     Local  org  partnering/Community 

Good 

Excellent 

Good 

Excellent/ 
Good 

P:\20000s\20060Pier70\Report\fl6Mar201  l_TablesLJ.xls]Approach 
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Detailed  Evaluation:   Waterfront  Partners 


Approach   Criteria  A: 

Meet  Port's  Objectives  for  Waterfront  Site.   Port  Objectives  are  listed  below,  see  i-viii. 

i.  Serve  as  a  catalyst  project  for  Pier  70 

Response:         Vision  to  have  all  of  Pier  70  become  an  Innovation  and  Information  Community 
(I2C).    Waterfront  site  would  feature  flexible  office/loft  type  space  appealing  to 
innovation/tech  community.    Project  would  form  nucleus  of  new  district  in  City;  no 
campus.  Include  residential  uses  and  Digital  Arts  campus  and  Trade  Schools 
America.    Develop  250,000  to  500,000  square  feet  of  speculative  space  in  first 
phase.    Would  build  out  20'*^  Street  from  Illinois  Street  to  the  waterfront  in  first 
phase  to  create  a  hub  of  activity,  including  a  hotel  and  marina,  at  east  end  of  20"^ 
Street  to  support  infill  retail  along  20"^  Street.    Would  like  to  swap  land  with  BAE 
to  incorporate  Building  6  on  waterfront,  and  control  property  along  20'^  Street  to 
accomplish.  Respondent  notes:  "20th  Street  from  Illinois  to  the  waterfront  is  the 
gateway  to  the  Waterfront  Site  and  must  be  developed  as  an  attractive  statement 
of  all  that  the  future  project  promises  to  be.   It  must  be  developed  as  one  bold 
stroke  in  the  first  phase  of  the  project"  SFWP  proposes  to  prepare  integrated 
masterplan  for  the  entire  site. 

Analysis:  Detailed  vision  set  forth  for  the  site  plus  some  portions  of  Pier  70  that  were  not 

offered  in  the  RFQ.   Accomplishing  vision  is  contingent  upon  speculative 
development  and  BAE  land  swap.    Respondent  notes  that  20'^  Street  buildings 
should  also  be  done  in  Phase  1. 

ii.  Create  a  first  class  job  center  that  complements  existing  ship  repair 

Response:         Would  include  Digital  Arts  and  Trade  Schools  to  facilitate  employment  and  partner 
with  local  unions  and  SF  Made  to  employ  graduates.  Office  space  targeted  to 
creative,  tech/innovation  sectors. 


Analysis: 


Approach  provided  is  plausible  and  well  thought  out. 


iii.  Generate  Land  Value,  tax  revenues,  and  investment 

Response:         If  feasible,  aggressive  first  phase  development  would  generate  tax  revenues  and 
land  values  early  on  in  project. 

Analysis:  Aggressive  first  phase;  not  clear  what  entity  would  run  the  conceptual  Digital  Arts 

campus.   Trade  Schools  America  is  envisioned  as  a  collaboration  among  entities 
like  City  College,  California  College  of  the  Arts,  Mission  Language,  and  the  Jewish 
Vocational  School.   These  types  of  non-profit/educational  users  may  not  generate 
as  much  land  value  as  commercial  uses. 
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Detailed  Evaluation 
Waterfront  Partners 


March  16,  2011 


iv.  Design  and  development  of  new  buildings  that  enhance  and  respect  historic 
resources 

Response:         New  structures  would  be  modern  but  reflect  evolution  of  the  site,  use  simple 
forms  and  industrial  materials. 

Analysis:  Approach  indicates  understanding  of  design  within  a  historic  setting. 

V.  Open  eastern  shore  to  the  public  with  major  new  waterfront  park 

Response:         Propose  swapping  land  with  BAE  to  create  market  hall  in  Building  6  and  a  marina, 
both  in  first  phase.   The  marina  would  adjoin  Slipway  Park,  which  would  be 
programmed  with  a  variety  of  active  uses,  including  kayak  launch,  water  taxi, 
ferry  terminal,  band  shell  and  restaurant. 

Analysis:  Approach  provided  is  credible,  though  requires  BAE  land  swap  and  a  marina  which 

may  be  difficult  to  finance  and  construct  and  may  be  costly  to  maintain. 

vi.  Create  business  and  employment  opportunities  for  local  workers  and 
businesses 

Response:         State  intention  to  meet  or  exceed  City's  goals.    Would  seek  to  include  Digital  Arts 
and  Trade  Schools  in  project,  and  partner  with  local  unions  and  SF  Made  to 
employ  graduates. 

Analysis:  Respondent  intends  to  meet/exceed  City  goals,  partnering  with  Digital  Arts  and 

Trade  Schools,  local  unions  and  SF  Made. 

vii.  Strive  for  "carbon-neutral"  development  program 

Response:         State  intention  to  embed  sustainability  into  design  process  through  building 

design  and  construction  methodology,  building  operations,  and  travel  to  and  from 
the  project. 

Analysis:  Approach  provided  is  plausible  and  well  thought  out. 

viii.  Integrate  Pier  70  into  eastern  neighborhoods 

Response:         Strong  emphasis  on  integration  with  surrounding  neighborhoods  to  create  a  new 
area  of  the  City.   Want  to  avoid  "campus"  feel  of  UCSF  and  traditional  business 
parks.    Would  extend  the  street  grid  and  create  uses  on  waterfront,  such  as  a 
market  hall  and  recreational  activities  that  would  draw  from  neighborhoods. 


Analysis: 

Approach  Criteria  A  Rank:   Good 


Extending  street  grip,  avoiding  UCSF-campus  feel,  and  activating  waterfront  all 
consistent  with  integrating  Pier  70. 
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Waterfront  Partners 

Approach   Criteria   B: 

Fit  of  proposed  vision,  approach,  schedule,  and  conceptual  financial  structure  for  the 
waterfront  site  project  to  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan,  in  particular,  the  likelihood  of 
generating  tax  and  lease  revenues  needed  to  fund  Pier  70  public  benefits. 

Response:         Aggressive  proposal  for  first  phase  development,  including  all  of  20th  Street,  and 
250,000  to  400,000  square  feet  of  new  and  historic  rehab  in  first  phase. 
Accomplishing  these  goals  would  require  swapping  land  with  BAE,  control  of 
buildings  along  20th  Street  which  are  not  part  of  Waterfront  property  offering, 
and  substantial  financing  of  speculative  development.    Market  and  financial 
feasibility  of  approach  is  uncertain. 

Analysis:  Conceptual  financial  structure  envisions  sharing  predevelopment  and  entitlement 

costs  with  the  Port,  with  a  commensurate  return  to  each  party  upon  vertical 
development  of  parcels.    Port  would  contribute  land  and  receive  share  of  vertical 
development  proceeds  in  return. 

Approach  Criteria  B  Rank:   Good/Adequate 

Approach   Criteria   C: 

Feasibility  of  respondent's  approach  to  succeed  in  the  near  term  in  a  San  Francisco, 
waterfront,  and  Pier  70  context. 

Response  Aggressive  first  phase  may  not  be  feasible  from  a  market  and  financial 

and  standpoint,  and  would  require  property  swap,  and  additional  property  beyond 

Analysis:  Waterfront  parcel.    Ability  to  attract  Digital  Arts  and  Trade  Schools  and  get 

payment  for  land  uncertain.    Proposal  to  put  parking  underground  may  be 

financially  infeasible. 

Approach  Criteria  C  Rank:   Good/Adequate 

Approach   Criteria   D: 

Identified  users  for  the  site  and/or  prior  relationships  with  biotechnology,  office, 
and/or  industrial  tenants. 

Response  Only  identified  users  are  Digital  Arts  and  Trade  Schools.    Minimal  experience  with 

and  biotechnology  and  industrial  tenants.   Simon  Snellgrove  involved  in  Embarcadero 

Analysis:  project,  but  not  likely  any  remaining  connection  to  tenants. 

Approach  Criteria  D  Rank:   Good 
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Waterfront  Partners 

Experience  Criteria  A: 

Successful  track  record  of  developing  complex,  large-scale  developments  including 
former  industrial  and  waterfront  sites. 

Response:  •  8  Washington  ($350M,  Res.) 

.  The  Piers  ($64M  Office/ Retail/Water  taxi/Yacht) 

•  Watermark  ($97M  Res.) 

•  Pan  Pacific  Hotel  ($100M)* 

•  Embarcadero  Center  ($2B  Office,  Portman  Companies)* 

•  Marina  Square  ($1.2B  Hotel/Retail,  Portman  Companies,  27-acres  in 
Singapore)* 

•  Peachtree  Center  ($800M,  Office/Retail)* 

•  Indicates  non-SFWP  project  with  significant  Snellgrove  or  Osmudson  involvement. 

Analysis:  •      Some  experience  in  similar  projects  (Embarcadero,  Marina  Square) 

•  Snellgrove  was  Dir.  Of  Dev  for  Portman  at  the  time  of  the  projects 

•  Work  on  Peachtree  limited  to  renovation/leasing  retail  and  office  space; 

•  San  Francisco  projects  somewhat  less  complex  than  Pier  70,  though  they  are 
waterfront  (The  Piers,  Pier  24  Annex;  Watermark) 

Experience  Criteria  A  Ranic:   Good 

Experience  Criteria   B: 

Experience  with  historic  rehabilitation  meeting  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards 
for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties. 

Response:  •      Piers  1  Vi,  3,  5  (Registered  on  National  Register  of  Historic  Places) 

•  Pier  24  Annex  (to  Rehabbed  Standards,  23,311  sq.  ft.) 

•  The  Bay  School 

Analysis:  Strong  experience  in  similar  projects 

Experience  Criteria  B  Ranl<:    Excellent 

Experience  Criteria  C: 

New  Structures  in  Historic  District. 

Response:         Piers  1  V2  through  5  include  a  substantial  amount  of  new  building  space 
Analysis:  Strong  experience  in  The  Piers  project 

Experience  Criteria  C  Rank:    Excellent/Good 
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Waterfront  Partners 

Experience  Criteria   D: 

Proven  ability  to  Worl<  with  Public  Agencies,  Particularly  in  a  Waterfront  Context,  to 
Achieve  Development  Desired  by  Public  Sector. 


Response: 


Embarcadero  Center 

Piers  1  V2  through  5  (16  public  agencies,  waterfront) 

Watermark  (State  lands,  waterfront) 


Analysis:  Strong  experience  in  San  Francisco,  with  Port,  State  lands  and  others 

Experience  Criteria  D  Rank:   Excellent 

Experience  Criteria   E: 

Proven  track  record  of  completing  projects  of  comparable  type,  scope  and  quality 
envisioned. 


Response: 


Analysis: 


Embarcadero  Center:  3.2M  office;  32,000  retail,  2  hotels 
Marina  Square:  27-ac,  waterfront,  3  hotels,  700,000  retail 
Peachtree  Center:  2.4M  office,  200,000  retail 

Strong  experience  with  comparable  type  and  scope  addressed  well 
Unclear  how  fully  to  attribute  success  of  projects  like  Embarcadero,  Marina 
Sq.,  and  Peachtree  to  SFWP 


Experience  Criteria  E  Rank:   Good/Adequate 

Experience  Criteria   F: 

Proven  ability  to  implement  projects  quickly,  effectively,  and  on  budget. 

Response:         Insufficient  information  provided  in  response. 
Experience  Criteria  F  Rank:   Insufficient  Info. 

Experience  Criteria   G: 

Experience  with  sustainable  development  within  an  urban  context,  including 
demonstrated  use  of  innovative  design  and  development  measures  to  meet  LEED 
standards  or  otherwise  minimize  environmental  impacts  of  the  project. 

Response:         Rehabilitation  of  Piers  1  Vi  through  5,  Pier  24  and  the  Bay  School  is  a  form  of 
sustainable  development. 

Analysis:  Some  experience  but  no  new  LEED-style  development  like  what  would  take  place 

at  the  Waterfront  Site. 
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Waterfront  Partners 

Experience  Criteria  G  Rank:   Good/Adequate 

Experience  Criteria   H: 

Track  record  of  local  hiring  and  participation  of  locally  owned  businesses  in  prior 
projects. 

Response:         The  Piers,  39%  LBE  design,  25%  LBE  construction 

Analysis:  Excellent  example  of  inclusion  of  local  firms  in  design  and  construction 

Experience  Criteria  H  Rank:    Excellent 

Experience  Criteria   I: 

Demonstrated  ability  to  partner  with  local  organizations  and/or  address  community 
concerns. 

Response:  •      The  Piers:  inclusion  of  boating  features,  Portwalk  feature  important  to 

BCDC/State  Lands  and  community  described  in  proposals 
•      Most  likely  did  significant  community  work  on  other  projects  but  is  not 
described  in  the  Developer  Qualifications  section 

Analysis:  Good  example  community  work,  but  not  fully  described 

Experience  Criteria  I  Rank:   Good 
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Detailed  Evaluation:  Forest  City 


Approach   Criteria   A: 

Meet  Port's  Objectives  for  Waterfront  Site.   Port  Objectives  are  listed  below,  see  i-viii. 

\.  Serve  as  a  catalyst  project  for  Pier  70 

Response:         Envision  an  innovation  cluster  that  combines  high  quality  office  space  with 

"diverse  and  inspiring  public  amenities  for  the  broader  San  Francisco  community". 
Would  attract  both  mature  biotech,  high-tech  and  marine  sciences  companies, 
and  accommodate  innovative  start-up  companies,  machine  shops, 
prototyping/testing,  artist  studios,  and  tech  incubators  for  adaptive  reuse  of 
historic  structures.    Key  "magnet  uses"  would  include  "prototyping,  making  and 
art";  "collaboration,  exchange  and  demonstration";  and  health/fitness, 
entertainment,  experimental  retail".   States  intention  to  work  with  Port  to  secure 
public  funding  and  foundation  grants  for  infrastructure  and  historic  rehabilitation 
for  the  whole  site. 

Analysis:  The  elements  included  in  the  response  represent  insight  into  a  number  of  dynamic 

trends  that  are  currently  driving  the  San  Francisco  economy  and  defining  its 
evolving  culture. 

ii.  Create  a  first  class  job  center  that  complements  existing  ship  repair 

Response:         Concept  would  create  diverse  jobs  ranging  from  high  level  knowledge  economy 
positions  to  trades  that  compliment  existing  Port  functions,  including  machining 
and  prototyping.   The  cross-sector  innovation  campus  would  accommodate 
diverse  companies  and  organizations  to  enhance  its  stability  as  an  economic  hub. 

Analysis:  Approach  indicates  a  very  well  thought  out  vision  for  the  site,  building  upon 

emerging  trends  in  San  Francisco's  innovation  economy. 

iii.  Generate  Land  Value,  tax  revenues,  and  investment 

Response:         Forest  City  has  the  ability  to  self-finance  because  of  their  strong  balance  sheet 

(~$400  million  cash  and  credit).   They  have  successfully  developed  the  elements 
of  development  program,  from  tech/offices  to  incubator/shop  space  in  San 
Francisco,  and  can  generate  substantial  value.  Forest  City  has  strong  tenant 
relations  to  attract  significant  users  from  diverse  sectors.    Indicate  that  they  are 
flexible  as  to  whether  to  pursue  large  anchor  tenants  early  on  or  take  a  more 
incremental  approach  to  development  and  tenanting  to  best  meet  the  Port's 
financial  objectives. 

Analysis:  The  program  would  likely  support  strong  land  values  and  tax  revenues  Diversity 

of  uses  would  promote  cyclical  stability. 
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Forest  City 
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iv.  Design  and  development  of  new  buildings  that  enhance  and  respect  historic 
resources 

Response:         State  desire  to  capitalize  on  cultural  and  aesthetic  values  of  historic  structures  as 
a  central  principle  for  place  making.   Intend  to  create  a  new  model  for  revitalizing 
waterfronts  as  centers  for  economic  growth  and  innovation  through 
complimenting  historic  and  existing  uses  with  stimulating  new  uses. 

Analysis:  Approach  indicates  understanding  of  design  within  a  historic  setting. 

V.  Open  eastern  shore  to  the  public  with  major  new  waterfront  park 

Response:         Envision  the  Slipway  Park  as  a  highly  programmed  open  space  that  draws  diverse 
users  throughout  the  day  and  throughout  the  week.   Would  promote  interaction 
and  exchange  between  tenants  of  the  site  and  members  of  the  broader 
community. 

Analysis:  Approach  includes  highly  programmed  open  space,  consistent  with  the  density 

envisioned  for  the  site. 

vi.  Create  business  and  employment  opportunities  for  local  workers  and 
businesses 

Response:         Emphasis  on  techshop,  prototyping,  and  art  would  serve  San  Francisco  artists, 
creatives,  and  startups.    Intention  is  to  create  a  continuum  of  diverse  business 
activities  requiring  a  broad  range  of  skills,  and  to  provide  an  entre  into  new 
economy  jobs  for  those  without  advanced  education  through  this  continuum  of 
employment  opportunities. 

Analysis:  Respondent  emphasizes  the  creation  of  a  continuum  of  business  activities, 

emphasizing  techshop,  prototyping,  and  art  to  provide  job  opportunities  for  local 
workers. 

vii.  Strive  for  "carbon-neutral"  development  program 

Response:         Will  collaborate  with  their  consultants  to  provide  multiple  non-auto  transportation 
access  and  circulation,  including  walking,  bicycling,  ride  sharing,  shuttles, 
interceptor  garages,  etc.   Buildings  will  be  designed  with  latest  energy 
conservation,  green  materials,  and  sustainable  building  systems. 

Analysis:  Approach  provided  is  plausible  and  well  thought  out. 

viii.  Integrate  Pier  70  into  eastern  neighborhoods 

Response:         Access  and  circulation  will  be  designed  to  connect  to  surrounding  neighborhoods 
and  the  blue  greenway.   Tech  uses  will  avoid  suburban  or  corporate  campus 
isolation,  and  site  amenities  will  draw  neighborhood  residents  as  well  as  site 
tenants. 

Analysis:  Connecting  neighborhoods,  blue  greenway,  avoiding  isolation,  and  adding 

amenities  to  draw  neighborhood  in  all  consistent  with  integrating  Pier  70. 
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Approach  Criteria  A  Rank:    Excellent/Good 


March  16,  2011 


Approach  Criteria   B: 

Fit  of  proposed  vision,  approach,  schedule,  and  conceptual  financial  structure  for  the 
waterfront  site  project  to  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan,  in  particular,  the  likelihood  of 
generating  tax  and  lease  revenues  needed  to  fund  Pier  70  public  benefits. 

Response:         Forest  City  has  financial  capacity  and  strong  tenant  relations  to  approach  site 
development  through  early  large  anchor  tenant  or  more  incremental  approach 
and  states  it  will  work  with  Port  to  best  meet  their  financial  goals.    Strong 
development  track  record,  expertise  in  similar  development,  and  robust  place 
making  strategy  will  likely  produce  strong  land  values  and  associated  tax  and 
lease  revenues. 

Analysis:  Conceptual  financial  structure  is  modeled  on  a  joint  venture  concept  where  the 

Port  contributes  the  land  and  access  to  public  financing,  and  Forest  City  provides 
development  expertise,  risk  capital  and  financing  capability.   They  envision  a  base 
rent  payment  to  the  Port  with  participation  above  a  priority  return  to  Forest  City. 
They  expect  Proposition  D  bonds  to  be  a  key  part  of  the  public  financing  capital 
stock.   They  would  expect  to  do  some  of  the  vertical  development  with  some  third 
party  developers  to  provide  diversity. 

Approach  Criteria  B  Rank:   Excellent 
Approach  Criteria  C: 

Feasibility  of  respondent's  approach  to  succeed  in  the  near  term  in  a  San  Francisco, 
waterfront,  and  Pier  70  context. 

Response  and     Present  strong,  well-reasoned  rationale  for  diverse,  cross-sector  development 
Analysis:  and  tenanting  strategy,  and  related  place-making  concepts.   All  elements  build 

on  demonstrated  success  and  emerging  economic  trends  in  San  Francisco,  and 
represent  financially  viable  development  concepts.   Ability  to  self-finance  will 
enhance  flexibility  in  timing  and  phasing  of  development. 

Approach  Criteria  C  Rank:   Good 
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Forest  City 

Approach   Criteria   D: 

Identified  users  for  the  site  and/or  prior  relationships  with  biotechnology,  office, 
and/or  industrial  tenants. 

Response  and     Users  in  the  startup,  prototyping  and  arts  are  present  in  San  Francisco  market  and 
Analysis:  would  likely  find  Pier  70  an  appealing  location  with  the  concept  proposed.    Forest  City 

has  strong  relations  with  major  tenants  in  biotechnology,  high-tech  and  office  activities 
across  the  country,  and  would  be  very  strong  in  attracting  marquee  users  to  the  site. 

Approach  Criteria  D  Ranl<:   Good 
Experience  Criteria  A: 

Successful  track  record  of  developing  complex,  large-scale  developments  including 
former  industrial  and  waterfront  sites. 


Response: 


Analysis: 


D.C.  Yards  ($1.2B,  Office/Retail/Res.,  under  construction) 

Stapleton  ($4B,  Res. /Off ice/Retail) 

MetroTech  Center  ($2B,  Office) 

University  Park  MIT  ($424M,  Biotech/Res./Office/Retail) 

Presidio  landmark  ($110M  Res.) 

Westfield  SF  Centre  ($433M,  Retail/Office) 

5'^^  and  Mission  Project  (Office/Light  Industrial) 

Strong  experience  in  complex,  similar  projects  (The  Yards,  University  Park 
MIT,  Stapleton,  MetroTech) 

Strong  experience  in  large,  multi-phase  projects  with  complex  entitlements 
and  public  partners 

Local  waterfront  experience  is  limited  to  Bayside  Village  and  other  Bay  Area 
projects  but  extensive  experience  in  similar  urban  environments  like 
Washington  DC  or  Richmond,  Virginia 


Experience  Criteria  A  Ranic:   Excellent 

Experience  Criteria   B: 

Experience  with  historic  rehabilitation  meeting  the  Sec.  of  Interior's  Standards  for  the 
Treatment  of  Historic  Properties. 

Response:  •      University  Park,  Kennedy  Biscuit  building  (Registered) 

•  The  Yards  (historical  buildings,  not  clear  to  what  measure  they  will  be 
rehabbed) 

•  Presidio  Landmark  (to  Secretary  Standards,  part  of  District) 
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Analysis: 


•      Strong  experience  in  similar  projects 


Experience  Criteria  B  Rank:    Excellent 


Experience  Criteria   C: 

New  Structures  in  Historic  District. 

Response:  •      University  Park,  1.7M  new  sq.  ft.  built  among  total  2.3M  sq.  ft.  total  project 

•      Presidio  Landmark  205,000  sq.  ft.  adaptive  reuse  and  16,000  new  sq.  ft. 


•  Strong  experience  (University  Park  and  Presidio  Landmark) 

•  Not  clear  if  University  Park  is  historic  district 


Analysis: 

Experience  Criteria  C  Rank:   Excellent/Good 


Experience  Criteria   D: 

Proven  ability  to  Worl<  with  Public  Agencies,  Particularly  in  a  Waterfront  Context,  to 
Achieve  Development  Desired  by  Public  Sector. 

Response:  •      University  Park,  75-yr  ground  lease  from  MIT,  Cambridge  created  special 

zoning  district  to  achieve  the  infrastructure  improvements  in  the  master 
plan. 

•  The  Yards,  GSA  partnership,  and  financing  partnership  with  DC,  with  a  total 
of  35  federal  and  local  agencies. 

•  IMetroTech,  partnered  with  Brooklyn's  Polytechnic  University 

•  Westfield 

Analysis:  •      Strong  experience  in  San  Francisco  gaining  approvals  for  Presidio  and 

Westfield  SF  Centre 

•  Outside  of  SF,  strong  exp.  with  federal  government  and  higher  education 
partners 

•  The  Yards  is  a  waterfront  site 

•  Required  renegotiation  of  deal   five  times  through  three  Redevelopment 
directors  and  five  MOED  directors 

Experience  Criteria  D  Rank:   Excellent/Good 
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Forest  City 

Experience  Criteria   E: 

Proven  track  record  of  completing  projects  of  comparable  type,  scope  and  quality 
envisioned. 

Response:  •      University  Park,  27-ac,  2.3M  sq.  ft.  1.7M  biotech,  250,000  retail,  602  res 

units,  210-room  hotel 

•  Metrotech  Center,  16-ac  7.6M  sq.  ft.  office;  Tenants  like  SIAC  (processing 
center  for  every  trade  on  the  NY  Stock  Exchange)  required  high  quality  of 
buildings,  with  multiple  redundancies  to  ensure  24/7  operations;  Also 
constructed  E-911  Emergency  Services  building  that  could  be  entirely  self 
sufficient  for  over  a  week 

•  Stapleton,  4,700-ac  lOM  office,  3M  retail,  12,000  res  units  (selected  in  1998, 
began  construction  in  2001) 

•  Stapleton,  received  Best  Public/Private  Partnership  by  US  Conference  of 
Mayors 

Analysis:  Excellent  experience  with  comparable  type,  scope,  and  quality 

Experience  Criteria  E  Rank:    Excellent 

Experience  Criteria   F: 

Proven  ability  to  implement  projects  quickly,  effectively,  and  on  budget. 

Response:  •      Metrotech,  1988-2003  construction  period,  all  buildings  completed  on 

schedule  and  budget 

•  5M  achieved  full  tenanting  ahead  of  schedule  and  received  ~50%  premium 
to  market  without  brokers 

Analysis:  Two  examples  provided  demonstrate  some  implementation  track  record. 

Experience  Criteria  F  Rank:   Insufficient  Info. 

Experience  Criteria   G: 

Experience  with  sustainable  development  within  an  urban  context,  including 
demonstrated  use  of  innovative  design  and  development  measures  to  meet  LEED 
standards  or  otherwise  minimize  environmental  impacts  of  the  project. 

Response:  •      University  Park,  street  grid  retained,  traffic  mitigation  plan 

•  The  Yards,  LEED  Gold  Certified  ND  Plan;  features  Low  Impact  Development 
stormwater  management 
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Analysis: 


Presidio  Landmark,  LEED  Gold  for  Landmark  and  LEED  Platinum  for  new 
home  construction 

Stapleton,  LEED-CS  Silver  Main  St  Town  Center,  Stockholm  Partnership  for 
Sustainable  cities  award 

5M  will  provide  an  alternative  to  corporate  campus  style  development  in  the 
heart  of  San  Francisco 

University  Park  is  an  infill  site  and  traffic  mitigation  and  pedestrian 
enhancements  are  noted 

The  Yards  has  many  sustainability  elements;  construction  is  in  the  early 
phases 

Stapelton's  awards  and  LEED  designation  indicate  a  successfully  completed 
plan 

Presidio  example  demonstrates  integration  of  sustainability  into  historic 
buildings 


Experience  Criteria  G  Rank:   Excellent 


Experience  Criteria   H: 

Track  record  of  local  hiring  and  participation  of  locally  owned  businesses  in  prior 
projects. 


Response: 


Uptown,  30%  LBE  and  15%  SLBE,  all  new  hires  were  50%  local  and  the  job 
fulfilled  the  15%  local  apprenticeship  requirement 

Westfield  SF  Centre,  partnered  with  Mission  Hiring  Hall,  City  College  and 
Jewish  Vocational  Services  to  design  and  conduct  construction  training 
programs  for  local  residents  and  const,  management  internships 


Examples  of  creative  ways  to  support  profession  development  of  local  residents; 
good  example  of  inclusion  of  local  firms  in  design  and  construction  at  Uptown 


Analysis: 

Experience  Criteria  H  Rank:   Good 


Experience  Criteria   I: 

Demonstrated  ability  to  partner  with  local  organizations  and/or  address  community 
concerns. 

Response:  •      Westfield  SF  Centre,  included  MOU  with  community  groups  valued  at  $2M 

including  a  $250,000  revolving  loan  program  for  non-profit  groups 

•      Presidio,  in-depth  community  interactions 
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•  5M,  though  in  its  early  stages,  have  held  community  focus  groups,  provided 
cameras  to  community  members  to  understand  their  favorite  spots  in  the 
City,  mapped  out  their  opinions  of  surrounding  neighborhoods  and  created  a 
network  map  showing  pedestrian  travel 

•  University  Park  taken  through  master  plan  process,  responded  to  affordable 
housing,  public  space,  traffic,  and  architectural  concerns 

•  The  Yards  community  briefings  included  non-profit  community.  Development 
Committee  of  the  local  advisory  neighborhood  council,  National  Capital 
Planning  Commission,  Fine  Arts  Comms. 

•  Stapleton  community  provided  input  on  parks,  variety  of  residential  product 
and  affordability,  local/minority  contracting,  sustainability,  architecture 

Analysis:  Excellent  description  of  community  work  on  a  variety  of  projects 

Experience  Criteria  I  Rank:    Excellent 
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Approach   Criteria  A: 

Meet  Port's  Objectives  for  Waterfront  Site.   Port  Objectives  are  listed  below,  see  i-viii. 

i.  Serve  as  a  catalyst  project  for  Pier  70 

Response:         Vision  is  essentially  a  technology  campus  accommodating  a  broad  range  of 
tenants  including  biotech,  healthcare,  software,  digital  design, 
institutional/campus  users,  etc.,  combined  with  a  modest  amount  (100,000  to 
250,000  square  feet  of  PDR  uses  on  the  ground  floor  and  in  adapted  historic 
structures). 

Analysis:  Catalyst  role  will  be  primarily  to  develop  a  detailed  project  description  and  finance 

plan  to  support  vertical  development  primarily  by  third  party  developers  and  end 
users. 

ii.  Create  a  first  class  job  center  that  complements  existing  ship  repair 

Response:         MBDG  states  that  mix  of  office/R&D/lab  space  and  PDR  will  attract,  respectively, 
San  Francisco's  fastest  growing  companies  in  biotech,  healthcare,  and  education; 
and  jobs  for  individuals  with  all  different  levels  of  training  and  education.    Indicate 
both  would  be  compatible  with  existing  ship  repair  activity.   Would  also  meet 
City's  LBE  goals,  work  with  local  community  groups  like  City  Build  and  Mission 
Hiring  Hall  to  offer  jobs  to  disadvantaged  workers,  and  offer  internships  for 
college  students  who  are  the  first  in  their  families  to  go  to  college. 

Analysis:  Approach  indicates  respondent  would  market  towards  biotech,  healthcare,  and 

education.    Biotech  and  healthcare  are  growing  sectors  in  San  Francisco  and  the 
educational  component  suggests  a  use  that  may  complement  workforce 
development  in  their  two  sectors. 

iii.  Generate  Land  Value,  tax  revenues,  and  investment 

Response:         Indicate  that  their  approach  concentrates  on  high-rent  generating  uses,  and  that 
their  role  as  master  developer  should  accelerate  and  maximize  private  investment 
from  a  diverse  set  of  developers  each  of  whom  brings  his  own  resources  to  the 
project,  creating  a  stable  base  for  public  financing. 

Analysis:  PDR  uses  in  San  Francisco  are  not  particularly  high  rent  generators.   Unclear  how 

ground  floor  PDR  would  integrate  with  biotech/R&D/office  uses. 
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iv.  Design  and  development  of  new  buildings  that  enhance  and  respect  historic 
resources 

Response:         Contemplate  new  development  at  a  scale  and  height  that  is  deferential  to  historic 
structures.  Land  plan  will  respect  historic  uses  through  a  building  layout  that 
celebrates  slipways  and  mimics  original  layout  of  buildings.  Buildings  will  feature  a 
contemporary  vocabulary. 

Analysis:  Approach  indicates  understanding  of  design  within  a  historic  setting.    However, 

replicating  the  original  layout  of  buildings  may  be  difficult  on  the  Waterfront 
property.  The  original  layout  of  the  buildings  reflected  the  form  and  function 
needed  during  shipbuilding  and  repair  activities  while  modern  buildings  will 
require  a  completely  different  set  of  functions  and  relationships  to  one  another. 

V.  Open  eastern  shore  to  the  public  with  major  new  waterfront  park 

Response:         Three  alternative  site  plans  are  offered,  each  with  a  different  version  of  Slipway 

Park:  Serendipity/The  Water  Park  Concept,  Transitions/The  Big  Park  Concept,  and 
Deep  Slipway/The  Program  Park  Concept.   The  park  concepts  are  interchangeable 
among  site  plan  concepts.   Are  all  well  thought  out  and  would  open  up  and 
celebrate  the  eastern  shore. 

Analysis:  Approach  provided  includes  three  alternatives  for  Slipway  Park,  all  very  detailed 

and  well  thought  out. 

vi.  Create  business  and  employment  opportunities  for  local  workers  and 
businesses 

Response:         Overall  program  of  tech/office  and  PDR  uses  would  support  variety  of  jobs.    Would 
work  with  apprenticeship  and  job  placement  programs  to  enhance  employment 
opportunities  for  local  workers. 

Analysis:  Respondent  intends  work  with  apprenticeship  and  job  placement  programs. 

vii.  Strive  for  "carbon-neutral"  development  program 

Response:         State  that  project  sets  aggressive  goals  for  energy  efficiency,  incorporates  natural 
systems  in  parks  and  infrastructure,  and  prioritizes  alternate  modes  of 
transportation. 

Analysis:  Approach  provided  is  plausible  and  well  thought  out. 

viii.  Integrate  Pier  70  into  eastern  neighborhoods 

Response:         Project  would  enhance  connection  to  surrounding  neighborhood  through 

improvements  to  20"^  and  22"*^  Streets,  introduce  PDR  at  the  ground  level  to 
activate  street  and  relate  to  character  of  surrounding  area,  and  create  social  and 
recreational  draws  along  the  bayshore. 

Analysis:  Improving  20^'^  and  22""^  streets  and  activating  the  bayshore  consistent  with 

integrating  Pier  70.    It  is  not  clear  how  PDR  uses  would  activate  the  street. 
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Approach  Criteria  A  Rank:   Good/Adequate 
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Approach   Criteria   B: 

Fit  of  proposed  vision,  approach,  schedule,  and  conceptual  financial  structure  for  the 
waterfront  site  project  to  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan,  in  particular,  the  likelihood  of 
generating  tax  and  lease  revenues  needed  to  fund  Pier  70  public  benefits. 

Response:         Project  concept  is  modeled  on  Mission  Bay  and  would  have  a  campus  feel,  mixed 
with  PDR  on  ground  floor  of  new  buildings  and  in  adaptive  reuse  of  historic 
structures.    MGDG  would  market  to  third-party  developers  and  end  users,  so 
character  and  tenant  mix  would  depend  in  some  measure  on  the  motivations  of 
those  developers  and  market  opportunities  at  the  time. 

Analysis:  The  concept  presented  does  not  have  as  strong  of  an  identity  and  market 

positioning  as  some  others.   The  financial  feasibility  and  revenue  generation 
potential  of  PDR  uses  may  be  problematic  in  some  cases. 

In  the  conceptual  financial  structure,  pre-development  and  infrastructure  and 
park  development  would  be  funded  by  the  development  team.    Reimbursements 
for  infrastructure  funding  would  be  made  from  public  financing  sources  as  they 
become  available.    Ground  lease  would  need  to  be  66  years  and  provide  for 
subleasing  to  third  party  developers  and  end  users.    Payments  to  the  Port  would 
be  some  combination  of  base  rent  and  participation. 

Approach  Criteria  B  Rank:   Good/Adequate 
Approach  Criteria  C: 

Feasibility  of  respondent's  approach  to  succeed  in  the  near  term  in  a  San  Francisco, 
waterfront,  and  Pier  70  context. 

Response  and     It  appears  that  development  would  be  driven  opportunistically  through  subleases 
Analysis:  to  third-party  developers  and  end  users.    PDR  uses  would  not  be  able  to  drive 

development,  so  phasing  would  depend  on  third-party  speculative  building  or 
build  to  suits.    Feasibility  of  PDR  uses,  especially  in  adaptive  reuse  buildings,  is 
uncertain. 

Approach  Criteria  C  Rank:   Good/Adequate 
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Approach  Criteria   D: 

Identified  users  for  the  site  and/or  prior  relationships  with  biotechnology,  office, 
and/or  industrial  tenants 

Response  and     Experience  relates  primarily  to  Mission  Bay  and  some  other  Catellus  projects 
Analysis:  where  they  played  the  role  of  master  developer,  building  infrastructure  and 

selling  sites  to  third  party  vertical  developers.   Accordingly,  they  have  little 
connection  on  the  tenant  side  of  development.    No  specific  tenants  have  been 
identified. 

Approach  Criteria  D  Rank:   Good 

Experience  Criteria  A: 

Successful  track  record  of  developing  complex,  large-scale  developments  including 
former  industrial  and  waterfront  sites. 

Response:  •  Mission  Bay  ($9B,  Res. /Office/Biotech) 

•  Alameda  Baypoint  ($375M,  Res.) 

•  Santa  Fe  Place  ($500M,  Res./Retail/Office/Hotel/Art  Museum/Rail  Station) 

•  Faubourg  Boisbriand  ($1B,  Res. /Retail/Off ice  in  Quebec)* 

•  Indicates  Ciierol<ee  project 

Analysis:  •      Some  experience  in  similar  projects  (Mission  Bay) 

•  Cherokee's  role  in  Faubourg  as  investor/capital  partner  is  a  relevant 
qualification  though  would  like  to  see  more  from  MBDG 

•  Role  is  not  clear  on  Santa  Fe,  Did  MBDG  restore  the  station?  Get  the  land 
entitled  for  3M  sq.ft?  Begin  development  on  the  entitlements? 

•  Team  members  like  Nibbi,  Hargreaves,  and  Perkins+  will  bring  a  wider 
breadth  of  experience,  but  they  are  not  included  in  the  evaluation. 

Experience  Criteria  A  Rank:   Good/Adequate 

Experience  Criteria   B: 

Experience  with  historic  rehabilitation  meeting  the  Sec.  of  Interior's  Standards  for  the 
Treatment  of  Historic  Properties. 

Response:         Santa  Fe  Depot 

Analysis:  Little  experience  in  similar  projects 
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Experience  Criteria  B  Rank:   Inadequate 
Experience  Criteria   C: 

New  Structures  in  Historic  District 

Response:         No  experience  fitting  this  criterion  found  in  response. 

Analysis:  Insufficient  information 

Experience  Criteria  C  Rank:   Inadequate. 

Experience  Criteria   D: 

Proven  abHity  to  Worl<  with  Public  Agencies,  Particularly  in  a  Waterfront  Context,  to 
Achieve  Development  Desired  by  Public  Sector. 

Response:         (Mission  Bay,  SFRA  and  UCSF  collaboration,  along  waterfront 

Analysis:  Strong  experience  in  San  Francisco,  with  SFRA  and  UCSF 

Experience  Criteria  D  Rank:   Good/Adequate 

Experience  Criteria   E: 

Proven  track  record  of  completing  projects  of  comparable  type,  scope  and  quality 
envisioned. 

Response:  •      Mission  Bay,  303-ac,  6,000  res  units,  4.4M  sq.  ft.  office/biotech,  2.65M  UCSF 

•  Fauborg  Boisbriand,  232-ac,  retail,  1,400  res  units* 

•  Indicates  Ctierol<ee  project 

Analysis:  •      Strong  experience  with  comparable  type  and  scope  addressed  well 

•  Unclear  how  fully  to  attribute  success  of  projects  like  Mission  Bay  to  MBDG 

Experience  Criteria  E  Rank:   Good/Adequate 
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Experience  Criteria   F: 

Proven  ability  to  implement  projects  quickly,  effectively,  and  on  budget. 

Response:         Insufficient  infornnation  provided  in  response. 
Experience  Criteria  F  Rank:   Insufficient  Info. 

Experience  Criteria   G: 

Experience  with  sustainable  development  within  an  urban  context,  including 
demonstrated  use  of  innovative  design  and  development  measures  to  meet  LEED 
standards  or  otherwise  minimize  environmental  impacts  of  the  project. 

Response:  •      Mission  Bay,  jobs/housing  near  transit 

•  Fauborg  Boisbriand,  pilot  LEED-ND* 

•  Indicates  Cherokee  project 

Analysis:  •      Cherokee  project  includes  LEED  standards 

•  Mission  Bay  response  does  not  specify  sustainability  elements 

Experience  Criteria  G  Rank:   Good/Adequate 

Experience  Criteria   H: 

Track  record  of  local  hiring  and  participation  of  locally  owned  businesses  in  prior 
projects. 

Response:  •      Mission  Bay,  LBE  participation  to  38%;  MBE/WBE  at  39% 

•  MBDG  is  a  San  Francisco  LBE 

Analysis:  Excellent  example  of  inclusion  of  local  firms  in  design  and  construction 

Experience  Criteria  E  Rank:    Excellent 

Experience  Criteria   I: 

Demonstrated  ability  to  partner  with  local  organizations  and/or  address  community 
concerns. 

Response:         Mission  Bay  worked  with  CAC  (which  has  met  250+  times  since  mid-1990s) 

Analysis:  Good  example  of  community  work  described  in  one  project 

Experience  Criteria  I  Rank:   Good 
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Approach   Criteria  A: 

Meet  Port's  Objectives  for  Waterfront  Site.   Port  Objectives  are  listed  below,  see  i-viii. 

i.  Serve  as  a  catalyst  project  for  Pier  70 

Response:         "TMG/Sobrato  believes  that  many  aspects  of  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan  can  be 

achieved  with  sufficient  private  capital.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Port 
on  how  to  achieve  the  Port's  goals,  and  to  developing  a  successful  privately 
financed  component  with  public  assistance  that  will  recreate  this  unique  place  and 
generate  a  revenue  stream  that  supports  this  collective  effort." 

No  other  detail  provided. 

Analysis:  Response  it  not  detailed  enough.    Insufficient  information  to  evaluate  approach. 

ii.  Create  a  first  class  job  center  that  complements  existing  ship  repair 

Response:         "Existing  employees  at  Pier  70  will  be  retained  and  work  along  side  new 
companies." 

No  other  detail  provided. 
Analysis:  Insufficient  information  to  evaluate  approach. 

iii.  Generate  Land  Value,  tax  revenues,  and  investment 

Response:         Indicate  that  they  will  seek  a  large  anchor  for  build-to-suit  and  seek  out 
technology,  biotechnology,  design,  and  industrial  firms. 

Analysis:  Insufficient  information  to  evaluate  approach. 

iv.  Design  and  development  of  new  buildings  that  enhance  and  respect  historic 
resources 

Response:         No  response  fitting  this  element  was  located  in  the  response;  TMG/Sobrato  note 
that  they  intend  to  select  a  design  team  with  the  Port  jointly. 

Analysis:  Insufficient  information  to  evaluate  approach. 

V.  Open  eastern  shore  to  the  public  with  major  new  waterfront  park 

Response:         No  response  fitting  this  element  was  located  in  the  response. 
Analysis:  Insufficient  information  to  evaluate  approach. 
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vi.  Create  business  and  employment  opportunities  for  local  workers  and 
businesses 

Response:         No  response  fitting  this  element  was  located  in  the  response. 
Analysis:  Insufficient  information  to  evaluate  approach. 

vii.  Strive  for  "carbon-neutral"  development  program 

Response:         No  response  fitting  this  element  was  located  in  the  response. 
Analysis:  Insufficient  information  to  evaluate  approach. 

viii.  Integrate  Pier  70  into  eastern  neighborhoods 

Response:         No  response  fitting  this  element  was  located  in  the  response. 
Analysis:  Insufficient  information  to  evaluate  approach. 

Approach  Criteria  A  Rank:   Inadequate 

Approach   Criteria   B: 

Fit  of  proposed  vision,  approach!,  sctiedule,  and  conceptual  financial  structure  for  the 
waterfront  site  project  to  ttie  goals  of  the  Master  Plan,  in  particular,  the  likelihood  of 
generating  tax  and  lease  revenues  needed  to  fund  Pier  70  public  benefits. 

Response:         Respondent  notes:   "Our  proposed  vision  and  approach  are  to  develop  ways  to 
finance,  schedule,  and  execute  the  vision  in  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan" 

Prepared  to  fund  upfront  costs  for  environmental  review,  infrastructure  design, 
and  the  preparation  of  a  phased  infra  and  development  plan.  Port  will  resolve 
outstanding  entitlement  issues  with  State  Lands,  BCDC  and  any  other  "show 
stopper"  issues. 

Further  notes  that  TMG/Sobrato  will: 

Pursue  a  project  description  for  EIR  purposes  which  is  as  broad  as  possible, 
consistent  with  the  Master  Plan 

Phase  infrastructure  in  an  efficient  manner,  spreading  costs. 
Analysis:  Response  is  adequate  though  lacks  detail. 

Approach  Criteria  B  Rank:   Adequate 
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Approach   Criteria   C: 

Feasibility  of  respondent's  approach  to  succeed  in  the  near  term  in  a  San  Francisco, 
waterfront,  and  Pier  70  context. 

Response:  Respondent  notes:    "New  large  users  will  be  sought  to  anchor  the  build-to-suit 

buildings...  Technology,  biotechnology,  design,  industrial  firms  will  all  be 
approached  to  consider  Pier  70  as  their  next  home." 

No  other  detail  provided  in  the  response. 

Analysis:  Approach  relies  on  identifying  large  users  and  does  not  discuss  other  methods  of 

developing  Pier  70  which  make  be  undertaken  in  cases  where  large  users  are  not 
secured  for  the  site. 


Approach  Criteria  C  Rank:   Inadequate 

Approach   Criteria   D: 

Identified  users  for  the  site  and/or  prior  relationships  with  biotechnology,  office, 
and/or  industrial  tenants. 

Response:  Both  firms  have  tenant  relations  in  the  technology  sector,  including  social 

networking,  software,  biotech  and  electronics  as  well  as  general  office  users. 

Analysis  Response  affirms  that  TMG  and  Sobrato  both  have  demonstrated  relationships 

with  biotechnology,  office,  and  industrial  tenants. 

Approach  Criteria  D  Rank:   Good 

Experience  Criteria   A: 

Successful  track  record  of  developing  complex,  large-scale  developments  including 
former  industrial  and  waterfront  sites. 


Response: 


Hamilton  Field  (Office,  Retail,  Res) 

Emerybay  (Res,  office,  retail/food,  and  theater) 

One  Market 


Analysis: 

Experience  Criteria  A  Rank:   Good 


Experience  in  similar  projects  in  suburban  context 

No  experience  working  with  waterfront  regulatory  agencies  provided 
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Experience  Criteria   B: 

Experience  with  historic  rehabilitation  meeting  the  Sec.  of  Interior's  Standards  for  the 
Treatment  of  Historic  Properties. 

Response:  •      One  Market 

•  Hamilton  Field,  negotiated  a  historic  pres.  MOD  with  Army,  Navy,  and  State; 
400K  office  space  in  rehabbed  airplane  hangers 

•  1000  Van  Ness  mentioned  in  proposal,  but  no  details  provided 
Analysis:           Strong  experience  in  similar  projects 

Experience  Criteria  B  Rank:   Good 

Experience  Criteria   C: 

New  Structures  in  Historic  District. 

Response:         New  buildings  at  Hamilton 

Analysis:  Experience  in  Hamilton  project  though  new  buildings  were  located  near  a  historic 

district,  not  actually  within  it. 

Experience  Criteria  C  Rank:   Good 


Experience  Criteria   D: 

Proven  ability  to  Work  with  Public  Agencies,  Particularly  in  a  Waterfront  Context,  to 
Achieve  Development  Desired  by  Public  Sector. 


Response: 


Analysis: 


Hamilton  Field  public  agency  interaction  included  Army  and  Navy 

Emerybay  involved  Redevelopment  agency  (including  a  bond  authorization 
for  $50IM  in  infra  bonds),  Caltrans,  RWQCB,  CalEPA,  and  DTSC  approvals 

The  Crossing  secured  largest  allocation  of  tax-exempt  housing  bonds  to  date 
in  CA 

Strong  experience  in  projects  described 

Experience  in  San  Francisco  is  not  detailed  (One  Market,  1000  Van  Ness,  650 
Townsend) 

No  waterfront  regulatory  experience  mentioned/discussed 


Experience  Criteria  D  Rank:   Good 
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Experience  Criteria   E: 

Proven  track  record  of  completing  projects  of  comparable  type,  scope  and  quality 
envisioned. 


Response: 


Analysis: 


Hamilton  Field.  300  acres,  former  military  base,  sig  environmental  clean-up, 
restored  Bachelor  Officers'  Quarters 

Emerybay,  Land  development/entitlements  for  80-ac  site  and  vertical 
developer  for  Bay  Center  offices  (327,000  office),  Emerybay  club  and  apts. 
(660  units),  Emerybay  market  place  (office,  retail/food,  and  theater)  Office, 
res)  and  Emerybay  marketplace  expansion 

One  Market  (no  further  information  provided) 

Strong  experience  in  Hamilton  Field 

Unclear  role  in  One  Market 

Emerybay  project  complex;  not  clear  of  similar  quality  to  Pier  70  vision 


Experience  Criteria  E  Ranl<:   Good 

Experience  Criteria   F: 

Proven  ability  to  implement  projects  quickly,  effectively,  and  on  budget. 

Response:         Insufficient  information  provided  in  response. 
Experience  Criteria  F  Rank:   Insufficient  Info. 

Experience  Criteria   G: 

Experience  with  sustainable  development  within  an  urban  context,  including 
demonstrated  use  of  innovative  design  and  development  measures  to  meet  LEED 
standards  or  otherwise  minimize  environmental  impacts  of  the  project. 

Response:  •      Emerybay  has  TDM  program  in  place  with  on-site  car  sharing,  biking  and 

transit  incentives 

•      Emerybay  Marketplace  expansion  (120K  office,  180K  retail,  490K  res) 
achieved  LEED-ND  platinum  certification 

Analysis:  Good  LEED  experience  in  one  project  and  sustainability  elements  in  one  other. 

Experience  Criteria  G  Rank:   Good 
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Experience  Criteria   H: 

Track  record  of  local  hiring  and  participation  of  locally  owned  businesses  in  prior 
projects. 

Response:         Marin  City,  First  source  hiring  and  job  training  mentioned  but  no  quantified 
information  provided. 

Analysis:  One  example  of  LBE  inclusion 

Experience  Criteria  H  Rank:   Good/Adequate 

Experience  Criteria  I: 

Demonstrated  ability  to  partner  with  local  organizations  and/or  address  community 
concerns. 

Response:  •      Hamilton  Field  overcame  neighboring  community's  opposition  to  previous  dev 

plans 

•      Marin  City,  ground  lease  with  Marin  City  Community  Dev  Corp  after  decades 
of  failed  attempts  at  development 

Analysis:  Strong  community  work  in  Hamilton  Field  and  Marin  City 

Experience  Criteria  I  Rank:    Excellent/Good 
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Exhibit  A       Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  Request  for  Qualifications  Evaluation  Criteria 

The  RFQ  established  the  following  evaluation  criteria  and  weighting: 

1 .  APPROACH  (35  POINTS) 

a.  Ability  to  meet  the  Port's  Objectives  for  the  Waterfront  Site  with  the  team  and  project 
vision  submitted. 

b.  Fit  of  proposed  vision,  approach,  schedule,  and  conceptual  financial  structure  for  the 
Waterfront  Site  project  to  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan,  in  particular,  the  likelihood  of 
generating  tax  and  lease  revenues  needed  to  fund  Pier  70  public  benefits. 

c.  Feasibility  of  respondent's  approach  to  succeed  in  the  near  term  in  a  San  Francisco, 
waterfront,  and  Pier  70  context. 

d.  Identified  users  for  the  site  and/or  prior  relationships  with  biotechnology,  office, 
and/or  industrial  tenants. 

2.  EXPERIENCE  (30  POINTS) 

a.  Successful  track  record  of  developing  complex,  large-scale  developments,  including 
former  industrial  and  waterfront  sites. 

b.  Experience  with  historic  rehabilitation  meeting  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards 
for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties. 

0.  Experience  with  building  new  structures  in  the  context  of  a  historic  district. 

d.  Proven  ability  to  work  with  public  agencies,  particularly  in  a  waterfront  context,  to 
achieve  development  desired  by  the  public  sector. 

e.  Proven  track  record  of  completing  projects  of  comparable  type,  scope,  and  quality 
envisioned. 

f.  Proven  ability  to  implement  projects  quickly,  effectively,  and  on  budget. 

g.  Experience  with  sustainable  development  within  an  urban  context,  including 
demonstrated  use  of  innovative  design  and  development  measures  to  meet  LEED 
standards  or  otherwise  minimize  environmental  impacts  of  projects. 

h.    Track  record  of  local  hiring  and  participation  of  locally  owned  businesses  in  prior 
projects. 

1.  Demonstrated  ability  to  partner  with  local  organizations  and/or  address  community 
concerns. 

3.  CAPACITY  (35  POINTS) 

a.  Financial  capacity  to  develop  the  Waterfront  Site.  Proven  ability  of  developer  to 
possess  or  attract  equity  and  debt  capital  for  a  project  of  this  type  as  evidenced  by: 

i.  financings  of  comparable  projects, 

ii.  financial  status,  and 

iii.  on-going  relationships  with  financial  sources. 

b.  Sufficient  staff  and  consultant  resources  to  meet  the  project  objectives. 
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Exhibit  B:      Objectives  for  the  Waterfront  Site  Project 

The  Port  has  identified  the  following  objectives  for  the  development  of  the  Waterfront  Site  that 
will  drive  the  evaluation  of  responses  to  this  RFQ  and  negotiation  of  the  development 
transactions  needed  for  this  project: 

1 .  Serve  as  the  catalyst  project  for  Pier  70  to  achieve  the  site-wide  goals  established  in  the 
Master  Plan,  in  particular,  securing  the  necessary  entitlements  and  approvals  for  public 
financing  to  fund  site-wide  public  benefits. 

2.  Create  a  first  class  jobs  center  at  Pier  70  that  complements  existing  ship  repair  operations 
and  reestablishes  Pier  70  as  a  major  economic  hub  for  San  Francisco.  At  build-out,  the 
Port  expects  the  Waterfront  Site  to  represent  a  significant  employment  center  with  jobs 
well-matched  to  San  Francisco's  workforce. 

3.  Generate  land  value,  tax  revenues,  and  investment  needed  to  support  the  infrastructure, 
parks,  and  historic  rehabilitation  investments  to  realize  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan. 

4.  Design  and  development  of  new  buildings  that  enhance  and  respect  the  site's  historic 
resources  and  overall  the  historic  district. 

5.  Open  the  eastern  shore  of  the  site  to  the  public  with  a  major  new  waterfront  park. 

6.  Create  business  and  employment  opportunities  for  local  workers  and  businesses  during 
the  design,  construction  and  operation  phases  of  the  project. 

7.  Strive  for  a  "carbon-neutral"  development  program  minimizing  the  reliance  on  the  private 
automobile  and  enhancing  the  pedestrian  experience  of  this  historic  site  and  the 
bayshore. 

8.  Integrate  Pier  70  into  the  eastern  neighborhoods  of  San  Francisco  through  new  street 
networks  and  destinations  that  bring  people  to  the  Bay's  edge. 
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Exhibit  F 
Developer  Presentations  to  the  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (CWAG) 

The  CWAG,  coordinating  with  the  Potrero  Boosters  and  Dogpatch  Neighborhood 
Association,  hosted  a  community  meeting  at  the  Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood  House  on 
Monday,  March  7,  201 1 .  The  meeting  was  well  attended  over  fifty  people  and  included 
neighbors  from  Potrero  Hill,  Dogpatch,  Showplace  Square,  Mission  Bay  and  China 
Basin,  as  well  as  District  10  Supervisor  Malia  Cohen. 

Each  of  the  four  applicants  was  given  15  minutes  to  introduce  themselves  and  outline 
their  qualifications,  and  respond  to  their  choice  of  one  of  the  eight  Port  objectives  for  the 
Waterfront  site  as  specified  in  the  RFQ.  After  each  presentation,  members  of  the 
CWAG  asked  questions  and  then  members  of  the  public  asked  questions  of  each  team. 
Including  questions  and  responses,  each  team  spent  about  40  minutes,  for  a  total  of  2 
V2  hours  of  conversation  with  the  potential  developers. 

After  these  presentations,  and  without  prospective  developer  input,  the  CWAG 
members  and  members  of  the  public  discussed  the  four  developers,  identifying 
strengths  and  issues  of  concern.  CWAG  co-chairs  Toby  Levine  and  Corinne  Woods 
reviewed  and  edited  the  lists  to  clarify  the  responses,  below. 

FOREST  CITY  DEVELOPMENT 

Objective  addressed  -  Create  a  first  class  jobs  center  at  Pier  70. 

Positives 

Most  experience,  appear  well  financed,  possibly  least  dependent  on  financial 

partners. 

Intriguing  vision  of  uses,  research  on  potential  users,  based  on  experience  from  prior 

projects 

Publicly  traded  company  in  business  for  90  years.  Record  of  completing 

complicated  long  term  projects. 

Focus  on  jobs  well  integrated  into  presentation  of  qualifications,  vision. 

Vision  and  team  effective  as  a  whole  in  terms  of  preliminary  ideas. 

Experience  with  historic  preservation  (Presidio  Landmark,  Westfield  SF  Center) 

5M  project  (Chronicle  Building  at  5^*^  and  Mission)  good  example  of  outreach  to  users 

Vision  for  Pier  70  to  evolve  organically  over  time 

ssues 


Less  local  knowledge  of  issues  such  as  public  trust,  entitlement  process 

Focus  on  Pier  70  and  priorities  could  change  based  on  shareholder  concerns. 

Concerns  about  status  of  other  projects  (The  Yards;  Westfield/SF  Center  from 

historic  preservation  standpoint). 

Financial  capacity  and  position  in  current  economy. 

Appetite  for  and  commitment  to  hurdles  to  entitlement? 

Local  team  long  term  commitment. 


MISSION  BAY  DEVELOPMENT  GROUP 

Objective  addressed  -  Integrate  Pier  70  into  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods. 

Positives 

Strong  team  including  Hargreaves  waterfront  projects  (Crissy  Field). 

East/west  plan  concept,  transit  connections 

Local  team,  focus  on  local  hiring. 

Complete  picture  strong  plan/planner 

Understand  public  trust,  infrastructure  issues  (parallels  to  Mission  Bay). 

Most  local  knowledge,  relevant  on  the  ground  experience  with  local  conditions. 

Shipyard  interaction  discussed  well 

Building  12  as  incubator 

Connections  theme  done  well 

Issues 

•  Not  visionary  in  terms  of  potential  users,  activation  of  open  space.  Very  practical 
about  Master  Developer  role,  infrastructure  development. 

•  Small,  hungry,  not  broad  experience 

•  Can  experience  of  lessons  learned  in  Mission  Bay  (height,  bulk,  massing 
constraints)  improve  on  design,  uses  at  Pier  70? 

SAN  FRANCISCO  WATERFRONT  PARTNERS 

Objective  addressed  -  Integrate  Pier  70  into  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods. 

Positives 

Visionary  developer 

Substantial  experience  with  Port,  State  Lands,  BCDC. 

Look  at  water  as  important  feature 

Marina/hotel  and  band  shell  concepts  intriguing  to  activate  waterfront. 

Historic  preservation/historic  district  experience 

Vision  of  arts  jobs  interesting. 

Emphasis  on  permeability  in  open  space 

Transit  proposal  -  bring  into  site 

Craig  Hartman  (SOM)  renowned  architect 

Porous  design  concepts  with  building  schemes 

Lots  of  public  uses 

Issues 

•  Are  they  big  enough  to  complete  the  project? 

•  Financial  viability  of  marina  and  hotel. 

•  Do  they  understand  other  public  benefit  costs  in  project?  Can  they  incorporate  low- 
revenue  generating  uses  and  still  provide  needed  funds  for  site-wide  goals  and 
requirements? 
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TMG/SOBRATO 

Objective  addressed  -  Generate  land  value,  tax  revenues  and  investment 

Positives 

•  Experience  with  Bay  Area  projects 

•  Appear  to  have  adequate  financing 

•  Appear  to  understand  local  conditions 

•  Good  improvised  answers 

•  Direct  honest/not  snow  job 

•  Understanding  of  entitlements  needed 


Issues 


Experience  is  Silicon  Valley  campuses,  suburban  development 

Lack  of  architect/planner,  don't  know  what  we  are  getting 

Reputation  for  being  cranky 

Don't  have  gritty  urban  environment  experience 

No  big  idea/vision  for  Pier  70 

Don't  seem  to  understand  public  trust  or  Burton  Act  restrictions 

Don't  seem  to  understand  the  waterfront 

Relationship  risk  with  two  strong  private  developers  with  no  prior  joint  projects 

If  Sobrato  is  funding,  who  will  be  lead? 

Maximum  flexibility  could  lead  to  expectations  not  being  met 

Want  whole  site  from  beginning 

Unhappy  about  "back  door"  without  20*^  Street  control 


GLOBAL  ISSUES  IDENTIFIED 


Check  references/clients  experience 

Investigate  financial  capacity 

Evaluate  proposed  project  designer  (generic  design  concepts  at  this  stage) 

What  is  motivation  of  developer  beyond  profit  -  commitment  to  unique  site 

Water  vital  element  -  needs  to  be  focus. 

Consider  fine  grained  parcel  size  (avoid  bulkiness  of  Mission  Bay) 

Incentivize  good  design  that  doesn't  necessarily  maximize  lot  coverage 

Need  flexible  entitlements  to  accommodate  long-term  build  out. 
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PORTs 


SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 


April  7,  2011 


TO: 


FROM: 


MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 

Monique  Moyer 
Executive  Director 


SUBJECT:     Request  approval  to  enter  into  a  First  Amended  Memorandum  of 

Understanding  ("Amended  MOD")  for  Design  Development  with  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  to  extend  the  scope  of  work 
from  Schematic  Design  through  Design  for  the  Pier  27  James  R.  Herman 
Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  ("Project");  and 

Request  approval  to  increase  fees  for  the  design  contract  with  the  joint 
venture  of  Kaplan,  McLaughlin,  Diaz  and  Pfau  Long  Architecture  in  the 
amount  not  to  exceed  $1 ,950,161  to  extend  the  Project  scope  of  work 
from  Schematic  Design  through  Design  Development,  and  seek  an 
additional  authorization  for  a  ten  percent  contingency  in  the  amount  of 
$195,016  in  the  event  of  necessary  change  orders;  and  for  $264,893  for 
retroactive  design  costs  as  described  herein  for  a  total  contract 
authorization  of  $2,41 0,070;  and  to  extend  the  term  of  the  Agreement  to 
July31,  2011  and; 

Request  approval  for  the  Port  staff  to  utilize  the  Integrated  Project  Delivery 
approach  for  the  procurement  of  Project  construction  services;  and 
authorize  DPW  to  advertise  for  a  Construction  Manager/General 
Contractor  for  this  purpose. 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:    Approve  Attached  Resolution 


THIS  PRINT  COVERS  CALENDAR  ITEM  NO.  9B 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
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INTRODUCTION 

In  June  2009,  Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  09-33  authorized  Port  staff  to  enter  into 
a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  ("MOU")  with  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works  ("DPW")  for  the  proposed  Pier  27  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Ship  Terminal  and 
Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  ("Project"  or  "Cruise  Terminal  Project")  for  project 
management  and  design  and  engineering  services  for  the  program  phases  from  project 
development  through  completion  of  schematic  design.  As  the  Port's  construction 
manager,  DPW  initiated  environmental  review  of  the  Project  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA")  and  managed  the  Port's  solicitations  for 
environmental  consulting  and  design  professional  services. 

In  November  2009,  Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  09-70  authorized  Port  staff  to 
execute  a  design  contract  with  the  recommended  joint  venture  team  of  KMD  Architects 
and  Pfau  Long  Architecture  in  association  with  cruise  terminal  design  consultant, 
Bermello  Ajamil  &  Partners  ("Design  Team")  for  Architectural  and  Engineering  Services 
for  the  Project.  The  Port,  DPW,  and  the  Design  Team  initiated  a  design  process  in 
January  201 0.  This  began  with  a  series  of  internal  design  sessions  that  led  to 
completion  of  a  Facility  Program  Statement,  and  later  with  cruise  terminal  concept 
alternatives. 

In  August  2010,  Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  10-61  authorized  award  of  a  contract 
to  ESA  for  CEQA  services  including  the  completion  of  a  final  environmental  impact 
report  ("Final  EIR")  for  the  Project. 

In  December  2010,  Port  Commission  Resolution  No.  10-80  authorized  Port  staff  and  its 
Design  Team  to  initiate  and  develop  further  the  Schematic  Design  on  Scheme  B2,  the 
option  for  a  new,  approximately  96,000  square  foot  terminal  that  would  be  consistent 
with  the  Cruise  Terminal  Advisory  Panel  recommendations. 

In  March  201 1 ,  Port  staff  and  the  Design  Team  presented  the  proposed  Project 
Schematic  Design  and  described  the  proposed  phasing  of  the  Project  as  follows: 


Phase  1 


Subject  to  completion  and  certification  of  a  Final  EIR  for  the  Cruise  Terminal 
Project  by  the  City  and  approval  of  the  Project  by  the  end  of  201 1 ,  Phase  1 
would  consist  of  demolition  of  Pier  27,  partial  demolition  of  Pier  29,  and 
preparation  of  the  Pier  27  site  to  allow  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority,  LLC 
("Event  Authority")  under  the  Host  and  Venue  Agreement  ("HVA")  for  the  34*^ 
America's  Cup  ("Event")  to  install  temporary  improvements  for  the  duration  of  the 
racing  events,  ending  in  early  2014.  The  Port  would  construct  the  core  and  shell 
of  the  cruise  terminal  building  for  temporary  use  by  the  Event  Authority  in  2013. 


Phase  2 


After  the  Event,  the  Port  would  build-out  the  remaining  portions  of  the  cruise 
terminal  building  (e.g.,  the  Customs  and  Border  Patrol  and  security  rooms), 
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install  maritime  equipment  such  as  the  mobile  gangway  system,  fenders  and 
bollards,  complete  the  battery  charging  station  and  operations  area  within  Pier 
29,  and  complete  improvements  to  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  and  the  ground 
transportation  area. 

SCHEDULE  AND  TASKS 

Under  the  proposed  Amended  MOU  between  the  Port  and  DPW,  further  work  would  be 
performed  by  DPW  and  the  Design  Team  to  accomplish  items  under  Task  A  below. 

Task  A  -  Design  Development  (April  201 1  -  July  2011) 

•  Oversee  Design  Team's  preparation  of  Design  Development  drawings  for 
terminal  building,  including  floor  plans,  vertical  circulation  for  terminal  use  as  well 
as  special  event  use; 

•  Bid  a  Construction  Manager/General  Contractor  ("CM/GC")  contract  through  a 
competitive  bid  process  and  present  recommendation  of  award  to  Port 
Commission; 

•  Perform  project  review  to  make  sure  the  Project  is  tracking  to  City's  Leadership 
in  Energy  and  Environmental  Design  ("LEED")  requirement; 

•  Work  with  the  CM/GC  to  pre-qualify  trade  contractors  and  develop  early  trade  bid 
Package  A  (steel  fabrication,  building  enclosure,  elevators  and  escalators); 

•  Develop  further  design  development  drawings  for  the  ground  transportation  area 
and  public  areas,  including  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza; 

•  Develop  revised  project  budget  and  schedule  with  CM/GC  input;  and 

•  Achieve  agreement  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission  for  additional  services  of 
the  Design  Team. 

Thereafter,  subject  to  future  Port  Commission  authorization,  Task  B  would  need  to  be 
completed: 

Task  B  -  Construction  Drawings  (July  201 1  -  December  201 1) 

•  Oversee  the  completion  of  construction  drawings  by  phase; 

•  Bid  early  trade  Package  A  (steel  fabrication,  building  enclosure,  elevators  and 
escalators)  and  oversee  the  CM/GC  award  process; 

•  Develop  and  bid  trade  bid  Package  B  (mechanical,  electrical  and  plumbing  and 
finishes);  and 

•  Revise  and  finalize  project  budget  with  CM/GC  input. 

If  the  Project  is  approved  by  the  City  following  completion  of  CEQA  review  and  Port 
Commission  authorization,  the  following  two  phases  would  be  undertaken: 

Task  C  -  Phase  1  Construction  Management  (January  2012  -  February  2013) 

•  Coordinate  site  activities  with  Event  Authority; 

•  Award  trade  Package  B;  and 
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•  Manage  and  complete  Phase  1  terminal  construction. 
Task  D  -  Phase  2  Construction  Management  (After  the  Event) 

•  Bid,  award  and  complete  remaining  items  for  an  operational  Cruise  Terminal, 
complete  ground  transportation  area  and  the  public  areas  including  the  Northeast 
Wharf  Plaza. 

AMENDED  MOU  WITH  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  AGREEMENT 
WITH  THE  DESIGN  TEAM 

Currently  Authorized  MOU  Costs 

The  current  MOU  between  the  Port  and  DPW  and  the  Agreement  with  the  Design  Team 
extends  through  completion  of  submittal  of  Schematic  Design.  In  November  2009,  the 
Port  Commission  authorized  the  MOU  costs  summarized  below: 

Table  1  -  Authorized  MOU  Costs 


DPW 

Design  Team 

Total 

Program,  Concept  &  Schematic  Design 
Phases 

$1,611,043 

$2,419,440 

$4,030,483 

Contingency  (10%) 

$    161,104 

$    241,944 

$    403,048 

Total 

$1,772,147 

$2,661 ,384 

$4,433,531 

To  date,  work  performed  under  the  MOU  is  equal  to  $727,251  from  DPW  and 
$2,926,277  from  the  Design  Team  for  a  total  of  $3,653,528.  The  Design  Team 
performed  additional  work  not  anticipated  at  the  time  of  award,  including  a  new 
conceptual  design  and  value  engineering  exercise  of  Design  Scheme  B2  and  support  of 
the  Port's  environmental  review  work  for  a  total  cost  of  $264,893. 

Port  staff  are  pleased  with  the  performance  of  the  DPW  and  the  Design  Team.  In  order 
to  keep  the  Project  on  schedule.  Port  staff  proposes  that  the  MOU  be  amended  to 
enable  DPW  to  continue  its  project  management;  and  the  Design  Team  to  continue  its 
architectural  and  engineering  services  during  the  Design  Development  phase  of  the 
Project. 

Proposed  MOU  Costs 

Port  staff  has  negotiated  costs  for  additional  DPW  and  Design  Team  services  during 
Design  Development  as  summarized  below.  Port  staff  recommends  an  additional  10% 
contingency  to  each  contract  for  unforeseen  conditions  or  potential  Port  initiated  scope 
changes  that  may  not  be  anticipated  at  this  time.  These  costs  for  the  Design  Team  are 
within  the  budget  previously  agreed  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 
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Table  2—  Proposed  Additional  MOD  Costs 


DRW* 

Design  Team 

Total 

Design  Development  Phase 

$    962,000 

$1,950,161 

$2,912,161 

Contingency  (10%) 

$      96,200 

$    195,016 

$    291,216 

Subtotal 

$1,058,200 

$2,145,177 

$3,203,377 

Retroactive  Design  Team  Costs 

$264,893 

Total 

$1,058,200 

$2,410,070 

$3,203,377 

*The  $1 ,058,200  will  be  funded  from  the  $1 ,772,147  previously  authorized. 

LBE  Participation 

The  LBE  participation  goal  of  the  Design  Team  for  Design  Development  phase  is  44%. 
LBE  actual  performance  to  date  has  been  46%.  LBE  performance  for  the  additional 
work  of  the  Design  Development  phase  is  expected  to  be  53%. 

Funding  Source 

DPW's  work  will  be  funded  with  surplus  funds  already  allocated  to  the  existing  MOD  and 
remaining  from  the  previous  phases. 

Funding  for  the  Design  Team's  additional  work,  under  the  Amended  MOD  as  proposed 
for  the  Design  Development  Phase  will  come  from  proceeds  of  Port  revenue  bonds  that 
were  issued  in  January  201 0  for  this  Project. 

CONSTRUCTION  MANAGER  /  GENERAL  CONTRACTOR  ("CM/GC") 

Based  on  its  successful  experience  on  other  recent  public  works  projects,  DPW  has 
recommended  that  the  Project  utilize  the  Integrated  Project  Delivery  ("IPD")  approach 
for  the  procurement  of  construction  services  whereby  a  contractor  is  retained  as  part  of 
the  Design  Development  process  to  review  and  provide  comments  as  to  the 
constructability  of  the  Design  Team's  architectural  and  engineering  drawings  within  the 
established  budget. 

A  number  of  project  delivery  models  are  generally  accepted  as  appropriate  for  public 
works  projects,  e.g.,  design-bid-build,  design-build,  CM-at-Risk,  etc.  Each  delivery 
model  offers  advantages  and  disadvantages,  depending  on  a  number  of  variables  such 
as  schedule,  contract  amount  and  project  complexity. 

DPW  states  that  CM/GC  contracts  have  become  a  preferred  delivery  model  for  complex 
capital  projects  as  they  allow  for  effective  collaboration  among  client,  design 
professionals,  and  builders  to  attain  efficiencies  and  economies  that  yield  lower  risk  and 
higher  potential  for  project  success  among  all  parties.  The  CM/GC  project  delivery 
model  was  used  in  the  successful  delivery  of  the  new  facility  for  the  California  Academy 
of  Sciences,  and  DPW  is  employing  it  in  a  variety  of  major  building  projects  citywide 
totaling  over  $1  billion  in  construction. 
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Subject  to  Port  Commission  approval,  DPW  would  lead  a  specific  and  prescriptive 
competitive  selection  process,  outlined  in  the  City's  Administrative  Code  Section  6.68, 
to  select  the  CM/GC  as  part  of  Task  A  of  the  Amended  MOU.  The  selection  is  a  two 
step  process: 

First,  bidders  are  pre-qualified  and  evaluated  in  a  pass/fail  basis  based  on  the  following 
criteria: 

•  Company  organization  and  possession  of  required  licenses 

•  Essential  requirements  related  to  financial  capability  and  past  performance 
references 

•  Relevant  project  experience 

Second,  qualified  bidders  are  invited  to  respond  to  a  Request  for  Proposals  ("RFP"). 
Responses  to  the  RFP  are  evaluated  based  on  the  following  criteria: 

•  Fees  for  pre-construction  services 

•  Fees  for  construction  phase  services 

•  Qualitative  criteria  that  includes: 

(i)  Plan  for  expediency  in  completing  the  proposed  project 

(ii)  Quality  of  the  proposal 

(iii)  Commitment  to  meet  City  hiring  goals  (e.g.  City  Build  or  First  Source  Hiring  or 

Local  Hire) 

(iv)  Commitment  to  comply  with  the  goals  set  by  the  Human  Rights  Commission 

and  requirements  of  Administrative  Code 

(v)  Compliance  with  all  the  requirements  and  criteria  established  by  the 

Department  head  or  HRC  in  the  request  for  proposals 

The  scoring  criteria  consider  the  qualitative  responses  as  well  as  cost,  where  cost 
constitutes  no  less  than  65%  of  the  overall  evaluation.  If  the  Port  Commission  approves 
the  attached  resolution,  the  bid  will  be  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder,  subject  to 
negotiation  of  contract  price  and  Port  Commission  approval  of  the  contract. 

Cost  for  the  CM/GC  services  would  be  negotiated  and  presented  to  the  Port 
Commission  for  its  consideration  and  approval  later  this  summer  at  the  time  that  Port 
staff  requests  the  Port  Commission's  authorization  to  award  the  CM/GC  contract. 

CALIFORNIA  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  ACT  ("CEQA") 

The  Port  and  DPW  have  initiated  environmental  review  of  the  Project  by  the  City 
Planning  Department  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA").  Staff 
hopes  to  complete  the  CEQA  analyses,  including  the  completion  of  a  Final  EIR,  and  to 
seek  certification  of  the  Final  EIR  and  approval  of  the  Project  by  October  31 ,  201 1 .  Port 
and  DPW  staff  also  intend  to  present  a  Fiscal  Feasibility  Analysis  to  the  Port 
Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  their  respective  consideration  and 
adoption. 
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MOD  and  Design  Contract 

The  proposed  Amended  MOU  for  DPW  project  management  and  Amended  Design 
Contract  for  architectural  and  engineering  services  include  only  work  to  be  done  as  part 
of  the  Design  Development  phase  of  the  Project.  When  design  development  is 
completed  under  Task  A,  Port  staff  will  return  to  the  Port  Commission  for  consideration 
of  a  further  amendment  of  DPW  services  to  complete  construction  documentation  and 
later  for  possible  construction  management  services. 

The  proposed  Amended  MOU  and  proposed  Amended  Design  Contract  would  each 
specify  that  the  Port  has  the  right  to  terminate  the  agreement  should  the  City  fail  to 
certify  the  Final  EIR  for  the  Project  or  the  Port  Commission  reject  the  Project. 

Consideration  of  the  Amended  MOU,  the  Amended  Design  Contract,  and  the 
authorizing  of  the  bid  of  a  CM/GC  contract  do  not  commit  the  City  to  certify  the  Final 
EIR  or  the  Port  Commission  to  approve  the  Project  or  grant  any  entitlements  for  the 
Project,  nor  does  the  proposed  action  foreclose  the  possibility  of  considering 
alternatives  to  the  Project  proposal,  mitigation  measures,  or  deciding  not  to  grant 
entitlements  or  implement  the  Project,  after  conducting  appropriate  environmental 
review  under  CEQA. 

CM/GC  Contract 

Should  the  Port  Commission  approve  this  resolution  to  allow  for  the  use  of  a  CM/GC 
contract  to  deliver  this  Project,  the  proposed,  negotiated  CM/GC  contract  would  be 
brought  back  to  the  Port  Commission  for  authorization.  Because  of  the  accelerated 
schedule,  however,  certain  provisions  that  staff  proposes  to  include  in  the  CM/GC 
contract  are  highlighted  here. 

The  proposed  contract  would  authorize  the  CM/GC  to  proceed  with  specific  portions  of 
the  work  that  do  not  require  environmental  review,  such  as  pre-construction  services, 
pre-qualification  of  trade  contractors  and  ordering  a  few  specific  building  materials  that 
require  long  lead  items. 

The  staff  proposal  to  proceed  with  these  limited  pre-construction  services  before 
environmental  review  is  complete  presents  a  financial  risk  to  the  Port.  Should  the  City 
fail  to  certify  the  Final  EIR,  or  the  Port  Commission  reject  the  Project,  the  Port  would  be 
at  risk  of  having  already  expended  a  portion  of  the  budget  in  services  that  would  offer 
limited  value.  For  example,  if  the  contract  is  awarded  in  June  201 1 ,  as  currently 
anticipated,  the  CM/GC  is  expected  to  perform  4  months  of  preconstruction  services 
from  (June  through  August  201 1)  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $300,000  to  $400,000. 

If  the  CM/GC  contract  is  terminated  at  the  end  of  this  phase,  the  Port  would  not  be  able 
to  recover  these  costs.  If  the  CM/GC  contract  were  to  continue  after  pre-construction 
services,  the  CM/GC  would  begin  the  procurement  process  for  long  lead  construction 
materials  such  as  structural  steel,  curtain  wall  (skin  fagade  assembly),  and  elevators  & 
escalators.  These  trades  require  14-18  weeks  of  lead  time  before  they  begin 
fabrication.  During  this  period  of  time,  the  trade  contractors,  the  CM/GC  and  the  design 
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team  develop  shop  drawings  to  confirm  design  intent  and  quantities  needed  for 
materials.  If  the  CM/GC  contract  is  terminated  at  the  end  of  this  process  and  before 
fabrication  begins  (November  -  December  201 1),  the  Port  will  have  spent 
approximately  7-8%  of  the  estimated  construction  value,  in  preparation  of  shop 
drawings  and  additional  pre-construction  services.  The  Port  will  not  be  able  to  recover 
such  expenditures. 

The  Project  schedule  provides  that  construction  activities  will  begin  only  after  the 
environmental  review  is  complete,  the  Final  EIR  has  been  certified  and  the  Project  has 
been  approved.  The  CM/GC  contract  would  contain  specific  provisions  entitling  the  Port 
to  terminate  the  contract  if  the  City  does  not  certify  the  Final  EIR,  or  the  Port 
Commission  decides  not  to  approve  the  Project. 

PROJECT  FUNDING 

As  the  Port  Commission  is  aware,  in  December  2010  staff  presented  a  total  project 
budget  of  $1 14,095,757.  However,  this  budget  was  not  aligned  with  funding  sources  as 
reflected  in  the  approximately  $14.2  million  funding  gap  to  Phase  1  and  $7.3  million 
funding  gap  to  Phase  2  for  a  total  project  shortfall  of  $21 .5  million. 

Since  that  time,  Port  staff  has  moved  from  conceptual  to  schematic  design  budget 
estimates,  refined  available  sources,  performed  a  value  engineering  exercise  to  identify 
cost  reductions,  and  deferred  project  scope  to  Phase  2  to  close  the  funding  gap.  Given 
the  pressure  on  the  project  schedule  driven  by  the  project  phasing  outlined  in  the  HVA 
requiring  Phase  1  delivery  by  January  1 ,  2013,  and  the  opportunity  to  deliver  a  legacy 
Cruise  Terminal  Project  after  the  34'^  America's  Cup,  the  goal  of  this  work  has  been  to 
resolve  the  budget  shortfall  to  Phase  1 . 

As  described  below,  the  funding  plan  for  Phase  2  includes  several  proposed  non-Port 
sources  which  require  additional  work  to  secure  and  the  program  uses  and  related 
revenue  generation  requires  additional  planning. 

Project  funding  is  expected  to  be  provided  through  a  combination  of  sources,  including 
the  Port  revenue  bond  proceeds  and  capital  budget  allocations,  plus  a  variety  of  other 
sources  such  as  a  FEMA  security  grant,  proceeds  from  an  anticipated  2012  General 
Obligation  bond  measure,  contributions  from  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  and  a 
future  passenger  facility  charge. 

As  shown  in  Table  1 ,  secured  funding  sources  total  $46.5  million,  planned  funding 
sources  total  $16.5  million,  and  proposed  funding  sources  total  $22.9  million.  The 
phasing  of  these  funding  sources  is  shown  in  Table  4. 

Table  5  shows  the  sources  and  uses  budget  based  on  schematic  design  as  the  "base 
case"  compared  to  the  results  of  the  value  engineering  alternative  as  the  "revised  case". 

The  revised  case  eliminates  the  funding  gap  to  Phase  1 ,  but  leaves  a  budget  gap  of 
$1 1 .9  million  to  Phase  2.  Port  staff  will  be  securing  the  proposed  sources  for  Phase  2 
between  now  and  2013,  and  in  addition  will  better  refine  program  uses  and  related 
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revenue  generation.  Phase  2  may  require  an  incremental  approach  to  project  delivery 
and  may  also  require  value  engineering.  However,  Port  staff  has  not  fully  considered 
the  economic  opportunities  of  this  building  that  will  have  the  prestige  of  having  been  the 
America's  Cup  village  and  start  and  finish  lines  of  the  34*^  America's  Cup  Final  Match, 
should  the  AC34  project  be  approved.  Staff  is  optimistic  that  securing  the  proposed 
sources  and  resolving  the  $1 1 .9  million  funding  gap  to  Phase  2  of  the  Project  is 
achievable. 

Impacts  of  Proposed  Project  Scope  Reduction: 

After  consultation  with  the  Design  Team,  Port  staff  proposes  partially  uncovering  the 
single  story  baggage  laydown  area  at  the  north  end  of  the  terminal  building.  As  shown 
in  Exhibit  1 ,  this  would  reduce  the  covered  terminal  area  by  approximately  13,000 
square  feet  on  the  ground  floor  and  reduce  the  cost  by  $3.8  million.  The  uncovered  area 
would  remain  part  of  the  terminal  baggage  handling  operations  area  which  could  be 
temporarily  covered  with  tents  or  canopies  in  the  event  of  inclement  weather.  The  gross 
interior  floor  area  of  the  revised  terminal  scheme  would  be  84,560  square  feet. 

Second,  the  Design  Team  reviewed  terminal  interior  lighting,  doors,  elevators,  shutters, 
signage,  seating  and  window  shades  and  found  $1 .0  million  in  available  savings. 
Substitution  of  asphalt  for  pavers  in  the  Ground  Transportation  Area  resulted  in  $1 .5 
million  in  savings.  A  revised  structural  scheme  for  repair  of  the  marginal  wharf  saved 
$3.5  million  and  reduced  scope  for  Pier  29  provisioning  facilities  saved  an  additional 
$0.5  million.  These  costs  as  adjusted  for  contingency,  etc.  yield  an  overall  total  savings 
of  approximately  $9  million.  These  cost  reductions  are  shown  in  Table  5  as  the  "revised 
case." 

Lastly,  the  Design  Team  identified  certain  elements  which  would  be  deferred  from 
Phase  1  to  Phase  2  including  interior  lighting,  drainage  catch  basins,  curb  cuts  and  a 
roof  canopy.  These  would  be  listed  as  bid  alternates  for  Phase  1  and  would  be  added  to 
that  phase  if  possible. 

The  reduction  in  terminal  size  and  minor  changes  to  the  ground  transportation  area  and 
Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  are  not  expected  to  significantly  affect  the  performance  of  cruise 
terminal  operations  or  the  overall  appearance  of  the  facilities.  Port  staff  believe  that  any 
further  building  reduction  may  compromise  the  cruise  terminal  performance  standards 
(and  reduce  revenue  that  may  be  generated  from  special  events). 


TABLE  3  --  Secured,  Planned  and  Proposed  Sources  as  of  April  4,  2011 


Secured 


Port  Funds 


Other 
Sources 


Total 


Watermark  sale  proceeds  20,000,000 

Series  2010  A  &  B  Port  Revenue  Bond  with  interest  1P.Q75.089 

Operating  Budget  -  Planning  Department  fees  220^168. 

Capital  Budget  Appropriation  1,225,000 

Event  Authority  Contribution 

FEMA  Security  Grant 


7,500,000 
_7.500.000 


Subtotal:  Secured 


31,520,257  15,000,000 


46,520,257 


Planned 

2012  Port  Revenue  Bond  Debt  with  Interest^Earriings 
Capital  Budget  Appropriation 


15,500,000 
1 .000.000 


Subtotal:  Planned 

16,500,000 

0 

16,500,000 

Proposed 

Repurposing  Existing  2010  Port  Revenue  Debt 
Reimbursement 

2,500,000 
-2,500,000 





City  Contribution 

6,500,000 

2012  GO  Bond 

9,122,943 

Metro  Contribution 

2,750,000 

Passenger  Facility  Charge 

4,500,000 

Subtotal:  Proposed 

0 

22,872,943 

Total  Sources 

48,020,257 

37,872,943 

85,893,200 

Total  Sources  without  EA  contribution* 

48,020,257 

30,372,943 

78,393,200 

*  For  budgeting  purposes,  the  demolition  and  slioreside  power  relocation  are  external  work  now  outside 
of  the  project  scope  and  as  a  result,  future  budgets  will  exclude  the  $7.5  million  Event  Authority 
Contribution  as  a  budget  source. 
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TABLE  4  -  Funding  Sources  by  Phase 

Secured 

as  of  April  4, 

Phase  1 

2011 

Phase  2 

Total 

Watermark  sale  proceeds 

20,000,000 

Series  2010  A  &  B  Port  Revenue  Bond  with  interest 

10,075,089 

Existing  Funding 

. 

Operating  Budget  -  Workorder 

220,168 

Capital  Budget  Appropriation 

1,225.000 

Event  Authority  Contribution 

7,500,000 

FEiVIA  Security  Grant 

1,166,850 

6,333.150 

Subtotal:  Secured 

40,187,107 

6,333,150 

46,520,257 

Planned 

2012  Port  Revenue  Bond  Debt  with  Interest  Earnings 

15,500,000 

Capital  Budget  Appropriation 

1.000,000 

Subtotal:  Planned 

16,500,000 

0 

16,500,000 

Proposed 

Repurposing  Existing  2010  Port  Revenue  Debt 

2,500.000 

(2,500,000) 

City  Contribution 

6,500,000 

- 

2012  GO  Bond 

9,122,943 

Facility  Operator  Contribution 

2,750,000 

Passenger  Facility  Charge 

4.500.000 

Subtotal:  Proposed 

9,000,000 

13,872,943 

22,872,943 

Total  Sources 

65,687,107 

20,206,093 

85,893,200 

Total  Sources  without  EA  contribution 


58,187,107 


20,206,093 


78,393,200 


TABLE  5  -  Cost  Alternatives:  Base  vs.  Revised  as  of  April  4,  2011 

Base  Case  Revised  Case 


Phase  1: 

Core  &  Shell  Costs/Site  Improvements 

Demolition  &  Shoreside  Power  Relocation 


Phase  2: 

Project  Completion: 

Total  Cost: 

Total  Cost,  excluding  EA  obligations 


$  69,147,806 
$  7.500,000 
$  76,647,806 


$  37,662,549 

$114,310,355 
$106,810,355 


$  58,187,107 
$  7,500.000 
$  65,687,107 


$  32,121,739 

$  97,808,846 
$  90,308,846 
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FISCAL  FEASIBILITY 

Should  the  Commission  support  the  "revised  case"  budget  alternative,  staff  will  prepare 
a  report  for  the  Port  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisor  that  details  the  financing 
plan  in  order  to  seek  a  determination  that  the  Project  is  fiscally  feasible  and  responsible 
under  Chapter  29  of  the  Administrative  Code. 

PUBLIC  OUTREACH  PROCESS 

During  the  next  several  months  Port  staff  will  be  taking  several  steps  to  gather  public 
input  on  the  Schematic  Design  that  was  presented  to  the  Port  Commission  on  March 
22,  2011 .  Plans  will  be  reviewed  by  the  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  on  April 
6,  201 1 ,  Cruise  Terminal  Steering  Committee  on  April  7,  201 1  and  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission's  Design  Review  Board  and  the 
Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee  will  review  the  Project  at  Pier  1  on  Monday,  May 
9,  201 1 .  There  will  also  be  a  public  workshop  to  discuss  the  Project  in  the  early  part  of 
June  201 1 .  Following  completion  of  the  Design  Development  phase  of  the  Project, 
plans  will  again  be  presented  to  the  Port  Commission  at  a  public  hearing,  and  again  at  a 
design  review  hearing. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Port  staff  request  Port  Commission  authorization  of  the  following: 

To  enter  into  a  First  Amended  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  Design  Development 
with  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  to  extend  the  scope  of  work 
from  Schematic  Design  through  Design  Development;  and 

To  increase  fees  for  the  design  contract  with  the  joint  venture  of  Kaplan,  McLaughlin, 
Diaz  and  Pfau  Long  Architecture  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $1 ,950,161  to  extend  the 
scope  of  work  from  Schematic  Design  through  Design  Development,  and  seek  an 
additional  authorization  for  a  ten  percent  contingency  in  the  amount  of  $195,016  in  the 
event  of  necessary  change  orders;  and  for  $624,893  for  retroactive  design  costs  as 
described  herein  for  a  total  contract  authorization  of  $2,410,070;  and  to  extend  the  term 
of  the  Agreement  to  July  31 ,  201 1 ;  and 

To  utilize  the  Integrated  Project  Delivery  approach  for  the  procurement  of  construction 
services;  and  authorize  DPW  to  advertise  for  a  Construction  Manager/General 
Contractor  ("CM/GC")  for  this  purpose. 

Prepared  by:  John  Doll,  Project  Manager  Kim  von  Blohn,  Project  Director 

Planning  &  Development  Engineering 

For:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director         Ed  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 

Planning  &  Development  Engineering 

Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director 
Maritime 


Attachment:  Exhibit  1  Revised  Schematic  Design 
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PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-22 

WHEREAS,   On  June  9,  2009,  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  authorized  Port 

staff  to  enter  into  a  IVlemorandum  of  Understanding  ("MOD")  with  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  ("DPW")  for  the  proposed  Pier  27 
James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Ship  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza 
Project  ("Project"  or  "Cruise  Terminal  Project")  for  project  management 
and  design  and  engineering  services  for  the  program  phases  from  project 
development  through  completion  of  schematic  design;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  November  10,  2009,  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  authorized 
award  of  a  contract  to  the  joint  venture  team  of  KMD  Architects  and  Pfau 
Long  Architecture  ("Design  Team")  for  architectural  and  engineering 
services  through  schematics  for  the  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,   On  December  14,  2010,  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  authorized 
Port  staff  by  Resolution  10-80  to  initiate  schematic  design  on  Scheme  B2, 
an  option  that  would  create  a  new  terminal  building  at  Pier  27  that  meets 
international  cruise  terminal  standards;  and 

WHEREAS,   On  December  14,  2010,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 

authorized  a  proposed  Host  and  Venue  Agreement  ("HVA")  to  serve  as 
the  City's  bid  to  host  the  34""  America's  Cup-related  events  ("AC34")  in 
San  Francisco  in  2012  and  2013,  subject  to  completion  of  environmental 
review  of  the  impacts  of  AC34  and  approval  of  the  AC34  project,  which  the 
Golden  Gate  Yacht  Club  accepted  on  December  31 ,  2010,  and  authorized 
its  designee,  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority,  LLC  ("Event  Authority") 
to  execute;  and 

WHEREAS,   Under  the  HVA,  the  Event  Authority  will  perform  or  contribute  to  the  cost  of 
demolition  of  the  Pier  27  shed  and  the  non-historic  portion  of  Pier  29  and 
the  relocation  of  shoreside  power  equipment;  the  core  and  shell  of  a 
cruise  terminal  building  would  be  built  at  Pier  27  for  use  as  a  temporary 
event  space  for  AC34  use  until  early  2014,  then  the  new  building  would  be 
completed  for  use  as  a  primary  cruise  terminal;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Department's  environmental  review  of  the  Project  under 
the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA")  takes  into  account  the 
proposed  use  of  Pier  27  for  AC34  and  any  revisions  to  the  Project  as  a 
result  of  such  use;  and 

WHEREAS,   On  March  22,  201 1 ,  Port  staff  and  the  Design  Team  presented  the  Project 
Schematic  Design  to  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission;  and 
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WHEREAS,   DPW  has  completed  satisfactorily  all  project  management  services  within 
the  budget  authorized  under  the  MOU  from  Project  inception  through 
Schematic  Design;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  scope  of  work  for  an  amended  MOU  with  DPW,  as  recommended  by 
Port  staff,  consists  of  project  management,  design  and  engineering 
services  for  design  development,  including  the  procurement  of  a 
Construction  Manager/General  Contractor  to  help  design  and  manage  the 
Project,  and  if  the  Project  is  approved  following  completion  of 
environmental  review,  through  Project  completion;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  are  pleased  with  the  performance  with  DPW  and  the  Design 

Team  in  keeping  the  Project  on  schedule  and  recommends  that  the  MOU 
be  amended  to  enable  DPW  to  continue  its  project  management  and  the 
Design  Team  to  continue  its  architectural  and  engineering  services  during 
the  Design  Development  phase  of  the  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,   Funding  of  DPW  work  under  the  amended  MOU  and  the  Design  Team 
services  will  come  from  Port  capital  funds  previously  authorized;  now 
therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  enter  into  a  First 
Amended  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  Design  Development  with 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  to  extend  the 
scope  of  work  from  Schematic  Design  through  Design  Development;  and, 
be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  increase  fees  for 
the  Joint  Venture  of  Kaplan,  McLaughlin,  Diaz  and  Pfau  Long  Architecture 
in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $1 ,950,161  to  extend  the  scope  of  work  from 
Schematic  Design  through  Design  Development,  and  seek  an  additional 
authorization  for  a  ten  percent  contingency  in  the  amount  of  $195,161  in 
the  event  of  necessary  change  orders;  and  for  $624,893  for  retroactive 
design  costs  as  described  herein  for  a  total  contract  authorization  of 
$2,41 0,070;  and  to  extend  the  term  of  the  Agreement  to  July  31 ,  201 1 ; 
and,  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  the  Port  staff  to  utilize  the  Integrated 
Project  Delivery  approach  for  the  procurement  of  construction  services; 
and  authorizes  DPW  to  advertise  for  a  Construction  Manager/General 
Contractor  ("CM/GC")  for  this  purpose;  and,  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That,  except  as  provided  in  this  Resolution,  the  Port  Commission 

authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to  enter  into  any  additions,  amendments 
or  other  modifications  to  the  MOU  that  the  Executive  Director,  in 
consultation  with  the  City  Attorney,  determines  are  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  Port,  do  not  materially  increase  the  obligations  or  liabilities  of  the  Port, 
and  are  necessary  or  advisable  to  complete  the  transactions  that  the 
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Agreement  contemplates  and  effectuate  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this 
Resolution,  such  as  determination  to  be  conclusively  evidenced  by  the 
execution  and  delivery  by  the  Executive  Director  of  the  MOU,  and  any 
such  amendments  thereto;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  approval  of  the  Amended  MOU,  the  Amended  Design  Contract  and 
authorizing  staff  to  initiate  the  procurement  process  for  a  Construction 
Manager/General  Contractor  contract  using  the  Integrated  Project  Delivery 
approach  for  the  Project  and  direction  to  Port  staff  do  not  commit  the  Port 
Commission  to  approval  of  the  Project  or  grant  any  entitlements,  nor  does 
this  action  foreclose  the  possibility  of  considering  alternatives  to  the 
proposal,  mitigation  measures,  or  deciding  not  to  grant  entitlement  or 
approve  or  implement  the  Project,  after  conducting  appropriate 
environmental  review  under  CEQA;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  That  the  Port  Commission  will  not  take  any  discretionary  actions 

committing  the  Port  to  implement  the  Project  until  the  Port  Commission 
has  reviewed  and  considered  environmental  documentation  prepared  in 
compliance  with  CEQA  for  the  Project  and  finally  approved  the  Project. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  12,  2011. 


Secretary 


■15- 


Viagra-  j.,*^_v  iBpTfai 

PORT 


OF 


SAN  FRANCISCO 


TO: 


MEMORANDUM 

April?,  2011 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


FROM: 


Monique  Moyer 
Executive  Direct 


^^^ 


SUBJECT:     Informational  presentation  on  the  Port's  Maritime  Industry  Preservation 
Policy 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:    Informational  Only,  No  Action  Required 

At  the  January  1 1 ,  201 1  Port  Commission  meeting,  Commissioner  FX  Crowley 
requested  staff  to  create  a  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  for  the  Port 
Commission's  consideration.  A  draft  policy  is  enclosed  for  preliminary  consideration  by 
and  comment  from  the  Port  Commission  and  the  public.  Port  staff  looks  forward  to 
incorporating  such  comments  into  the  policy  as  it  evolves  in  the  coming  weeks. 

Background: 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  is  home  to  one  of  the  most  diverse  business  portfolios  of  any 
port  in  the  nation.  Port  assets  include  39  pile-supported  pier  structures,  a  number  of 
deepwater  berths,  245  commercial  and  industrial  buildings,  9  seawall  lots,  over  three 
miles  of  streets  and  sidewalks  and  other  assets  such  as  the  largest  floating  drydock  in 
the  Americas,  cargo  cranes  and  the  nation's  western-most  active  rail  yard.  The 
diversity  of  maritime  industries  along  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  is  unique;  few  other 
places  in  the  world  host  the  array  of  shipping,  industrial,  passenger,  and  recreational 
maritime  activities  all  in  one  place.  Together,  they  celebrate  the  port  maritime  roots  that 
gave  birth  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  which  have  shaped  modern  efforts  to  reinvent 
and  revitalize  the  waterfront  and  adjacent  neighborhoods  along  the  northern  and 
eastern  sides  of  San  Francisco. 

The  enclosed  draft  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  is  proposed  in  recognition  of 
the  changes  that  have  and  will  continue  to  occur  as  the  Port's  waterfront  portfolio 
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evolves  to  respond  to  industry  changes  and  City  needs.  In  particular,  changes  along 
the  northern  half  of  the  Port's  waterfront  have  demonstrated  a  need  for  specific 
protections  of  deepwater  berths  for  ocean-going  vessels,  from  small  fishing  boats  and 
harbor  tugs  to  enormous  passenger  cruise  ships  and  visiting  military  vessels.  These 
berths  are  located  at  Pier  45  (south  face).  Pier  35  (north  and  south  face),  Pier  27,  Pier 
15-17  (east  face)  and  Pier  30-32  (east  face).  In  the  southern  waterfront,  the  Port's 
maritime  priorities  need  to  protect  deepwater  berths  as  well  as  sufficient  upland  areas 
and  buffer  zones  for  ship  repair  and  traditional  cargo  shipping.  Both  types  of  maritime 
functions  can  co-exist  with  new  economic  improvements,  including  waterfront  open 
spaces. 

The  maps  attached  to  the  Draft  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  illustrate  the 
location  and  composition  of  the  Port's  deepwater  berths  delineated  by  location. 

The  proposed  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  is  meant  to  guide  Port  staff,  tenants 
and  developers  in  the  importance  of  maintaining  the  Port's  long-held  maritime  assets  for 
current  and  future  maritime  activity  in  accordance  with  the  Port's  and  the  City's  long 
maritime  history  and  the  Port's  perpetual  maritime  mission.  Port  staff  propose  to  use 
this  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy,  once  finally  adopted,  to  determine  whether  it 
is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Port  to  recommend  to  the  Port  Commission  to  grant  a 
tenant's  or  developer's  request  to  develop,  rehabilitate  and/or  renew  a  Port  asset. 

Next  Steps 

This  draft  policy  will  be  vetted  with  the  Port's  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory  Committee 
and  other  Port  community  advisory  committees.  Following  these  meetings  and  revision 
of  the  policy  accordingly.  Port  staff  will  return  to  the  Port  Commission  for  consideration 
and  adoption  of  the  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  later  this  summer. 


Prepared  by:  Peter  Dailey 

Deputy  Director,  Maritime 


Attachment: 

•  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy 

•  Maps 
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Port  of  San  Francisco 

Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy 

April  2011,  Draft 


"A  Working  Waterfront  -  Port  lands  should  continue  to  be  reserved  to  meet  the  current  and 
future  needs  of  cargo,  shipping,  fishing,  passenger  cruise  ships,  ship  repair,  ferries  and  excursion 
boats,  recreational  boating  and  other  water  dependent  activities  ". 

Port  of  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  is  one  of  the  most  diverse  and  vital  ports  in  the  nation.  Port 
assets  include  39  pile-supported  pier  structures,  80  substructures  including  marginal 
wharves  that  connect  these  piers,  15  deepwater  berths,  245  commercial  and  industrial 
buildings,  9  seawall  lots,  over  three  miles  of  streets  and  sidewalks  and  other  assets  such 
as  drydocks,  cargo  cranes  and  railroad  tracks.  The  diversity  of  maritime  industries  along 
the  San  Francisco  waterfront  is  unique;  few  other  places  in  the  world  host  the  array  of 
shipping,  industrial,  passenger,  and  recreational  maritime  activities  all  in  one  place. 
Together,  they  celebrate  the  port  maritime  roots  that  gave  birth  to  the  city,  which  have 
shaped  modern  efforts  to  reinvent  and  revitalize  the  waterfront  and  adjacent 
neighborhoods  along  the  northern  and  eastern  sides  of  San  Francisco. 

It  was  out  of  concern  for  the  protection  of  these  maritime  industries  that  San  Franciscans 
called  for  creation  of  the  landmark  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  (Waterfront 
Plan),  the  official  policy  document  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission.  The 
Waterfront  Plan  sets  forth  goals  and  policies  to  guide  Port  improvements  that  balance 
new  development,  public  open  space  and  maritime  industry  needs.  Since  its  initial 
adoption  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  in  1997,  the  Port  Commission  has  approved  amendments 
that  focus  more  specific  attention  and  direction  for  public  access  and  waterfront  open 
spaces,  and  architectural  guidelines.  The  Port  Commission  also  has  formally  recognized 
San  Francisco's  rich  maritime  heritage  through  the  approval  of  the  Embarcadero 
Waterfront  National  Register  Historic  District,  which  preserves  and  protects  the 
waterfront's  iconic  finger  piers  and  historic  buildings.  But,  while  the  Port  continues  a 
long  history  of  engineering,  operational  and  maintenance  efforts  to  support  all  its 
maritime  assets  and  facilities,  there  has  been  no  further  detailed  policy  direction  for  this 
essential  aspect  of  the  Port's  purpose  and  mission,  which  also  is  considered  fundamental 
to  the  Port's  commitment  to  historic  preservation. 

A  key  priority  of  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  is  to  ensure  that  ample  property  is 
reserved  for  the  existing  and  future  land  use  needs  of  the  Port's  water-dependent 
activities.  Water-Dependent  activities  are  defined  in  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  as 
"those  which  require  access  to  water  in  order  to  function".  As  the  demand  for 
development  of  Port  assets  has  grown,  the  Port  has  determined  a  need  for  the  following 
Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy.  Its  intent  is  to  provide  formal,  more  specific 
policy  direction  for  prioritizing  maritime  activities  and  assets,  and  measures  to  foster 


financial  and  other  strategies  to  support  current  and  long-term  protection  of  valuable  and 
limited  deepwater  berths,  waterborne  connections  and  maritime  facilities. 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  plays  a  vital  part  to  the  region's  status  as  a  major  world  port 
system  and  contributes  to  the  economic  vitality  of  the  region.  This  is  recognized  in  other 
public  plans,  including  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  (BCDC)  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission's  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area  Seaport  Plan,  which  also  recognizes  the  Bay  Area's  ports  as  an  element  of  the 
Bay  Area  transportation  system,  and  managed  facilities  that  complement  environmental 
and  public  access  protections  for  San  Francisco  Bay.  In  directing  the  efficient  use  of 
finite  physical  and  fiscal  resources,  the  Seaport  Plan  designates  "Port  Priority  Use  Areas" 
to  protect  existing  port  and  waterfront  areas  that  support  and  have  access  to  deep  water 
channels.  In  San  Francisco,  the  Seaport  Plan  includes  Piers  48  and  50,  the  ship  repair 
facility  currently  leased  to  BAE  Systems  at  Pier  70,  Piers  80,  90,  92,  94  and  96  as  Port 
Priority  Areas. 

This  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  is  proposed  in  recognition  of  the  changes  that 
have,  and  will  continue  to  occur  as  the  waterfront  evolves  to  respond  to  industry  changes 
and  City  needs.  In  particular,  changes  along  the  northern  half  of  the  Port  waterfront  have 
demonstrated  a  need  for  specific  protections  of  deepwater  berths  for  ocean-going  vessels. 
These  berths  are  located  at  Pier  45  (south  face),  Pier  35  (north  and  south  face),  Pier  27, 
Pier  15-17  (east  face)  and  Pier  30-32  (east  face).  In  the  southern  waterfront,  the  Port's 
maritime  priorities  need  to  protect  deepwater  berths  as  well  as  sufficient  upland  areas  and 
buffer  zones  for  ship  repair  and  traditional  cargo  shipping.  Both  types  of  maritime 
functions  can  co-exist  with  new  economic  improvements,  including  waterfront  open 
spaces. 

The  maps  attached  to  the  Draft  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  illustrate  the 
location  and  composition  of  the  Port's  deepwater  berths  delineated  by  location. 

In  support  of  the  current  and  future  continuation  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco's  maritime 
activity,  commerce,  transportation  and  history,  Port  development,  rehabilitation  and  use 
activities  will: 

1)  Encourage  development  and/or  rehabilitation  of  Port  assets  that  enhance  current 
water-dependent  commercial  uses  or  designated  Port  Priority  Areas. 

2)  Protect  the  Port's  remaining  natural  deepwater  berths  for  active  maritime  uses  by 
requiring  that  such  berths  be  utilized  by  vessels  which  leave  the  berth  no  less  than 
once  per  week  and  by  prohibiting  use  of  such  berths  for  use  by  static  maritime 
museums,  offices  on  vessels,  lay-berthing  of  historic  vessels,  etc. 

3)  Promote  Port  development/historic  rehabilitation  projects  that  incorporate  physical 
improvements  to  maritime  deepwater  berthing  facilities,  including  associated  needed 
repair  or  equipment  requirements,  and/or  incorporate  new  or  improved  facilities 
specifically  to  support  maritime  industry  activities. 


4)  Discourage  the  location  of  non-water  dependent  municipal  or  commercial 
uses/facilities,  other  than  parks,  on  sites  with  waterfront  access. 

5)  Maintain  adequate  water  depth  of  current  deep  water  berths  to  accommodate  current 
and  future  Port  maritime  activities  by  prioritizing  funding  of  minimum  levels  of 
dredging  in  the  Port's  capital  plan. 

6)  When  promoting  marine  recreational  uses  of  the  Port,  minimize  conflicts  of  current 
and  future  developments  between  ocean  going  vessels  and  said  recreational  uses. 

7)  Prioritize  water  dependent  uses  and  not  allow  limits  to  standard  operating  periods  for 
the  purpose  of  accommodating  adjacent  non-maritime  uses,  public  access  or  view 
corridors  except  as  otherwise  identified  in  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan. 

In  support  of  the  objectives  of  this  proposed  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy,  Port 
staff  also  contemplates  the  creation  of  a  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Fund.  The 
purpose  of  the  Port's  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Fund  is  to  create  a  new  revenue 
source  dedicated  to  repair,  maintenance  or  improvement  of  berths  and  facilities  to  meet 
the  Port's  numerous  maritime  needs  and  obligations  for  generations  to  come.  Before 
finalizing  this  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy,  staff  will  work  further  with 
stakeholders  to  define  funding  options  for  this  purpose.  Such  options  include  a 
development  contribution  for  new  development  rehabilitation  projects.  The  amount  of 
such  contribution  would  be  offset  for  projects  which  preserve,  renew  and/or  create  new 
maritime  assets  in  the  Port's  portfolio. 

This  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  is  meant  to  guide  Port  staff,  tenants  and 
developers  in  the  importance  of  maintaining  the  Port's  long-held  maritime  assets  for 
current  and  future  maritime  activity  in  accordance  with  the  Port's  and  the  City's  long 
maritime  history  and  the  Port's  perpetual  maritime  mission.  Port  staff  will  use  this 
Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  to  determine  whether  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
Port  to  recommend  to  the  Port  Commission  to  grant  a  tenant's  or  developer's  request  to 
develop,  rehabilitate  and/or  renew  a  Port  asset. 
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SAN   FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 


APRIL  12,  2011 
MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 

GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

APR  2  1  2011 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
HON.  KIMBERLY  BRANDON,  PRESIDENT 
HON.  ANN  LAZARUS,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
HON.  FRANCIS  X.  CROWLEY 
HON.  LESLIE  KATZ 


MONIQUE  MOYER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
AMY  QUESADA  COMMISSION  SECRETARY 


CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 

MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 
TUESDAY.  APRIL  12,  2011 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

Commission  President  Kimberly  Brandon  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  2:06 
p.m.  The  following  Commissioners  were  present:  Kimberly  Brandon,  Ann 
Lazarus,  Francis  X.  Crowley  and  Leslie  Katz. 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES    -     March  22,  201 1 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Crowley 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  the  minutes  of 
the  March  22,  201 1  meeting  were  adopted. 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

A.     Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner 
Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

At  2:07  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  to  executive  session  to  discuss 
the  following: 

(1)    CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  REGARDING  EXISTING 
LITIGATION  MATTERS  (Discussion  and  Action) 

a.   Discuss  existing  litigation  matters  pursuant  to  California 
Government  Code  Section  54956.9(a)  and  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  Section  67.10(d): 

•  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  by  and  through  its  Port 
Commission  vs.  Carl  Ernst.  Jr.,  an  individual  and  Does  1  to  10: 
Superior  Court  of  California,  County  of  San  Francisco  (CUD  09- 
631352) 

•  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  v.  Carl  Ernst.  Jr..  and  Pier  38 
Maritime  Recreation  Center.  Inc.:  Superior  Court  of  California. 
County  of  San  Francisco  (Case  No.  CUD-07-621476) 
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•  Carl  Ernst.  Jr.  vs.  Monique  Mover.  The  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission.  The  Port  of  San  Francisco:  The  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  and  Does  1  through  20:  Superior  Court  of 
California,  County  of  San  Francisco  (CUD  10-501887) 

•  In  re  Pier  38  Maritime  Recreation  Center.  Inc.  (Debtor).  U.S. 
Bankruptcy  Court.  Northern  District  of  California.  San  Francisco 
Division.  Chapter  7  (Case  No.  07-31444  DM),  and  Pier  38 
Maritime  Recreation  Center.  Inc.  and  Carl  Ernst  Jr.  v.  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco:  Port  Commission  of  San  Francisco 
(Adversary  Proceeding  No.  07-31443).  and  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  by  and  through  its  Port  Commission  v.  Andrea  A. 
Wirum.  Trustee  of  the  Bankruptcy  Estate  of  Pier  38  Maritime 
Recreation  Center.  Inc.  and  related  counterclaim  Andrea  Wirum. 
Trustee  v.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (Adversary 
Proceeding  No.  10-3271) 

(2)     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  AND  REAL  PROPERTY 
NEGOTIATOR.  -This  is  specifically  authorized  under  California 
Government  Code  Section  54956.8.  This  session  is  closed  to  any 
non-Citv/Port  representative* 

a.   Property:  Piers  19,  23,  26,  27,  28,  29,  29y2 ,  30-32,  80,  Piers  14- 
2272,  32-36  and  54  water  areas  and  Seawall  Lot  330 
Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Jonathan  Stern,  Assistant  Deputy 
Director,  Planning  and  Development,  and  Brad  Benson,  Special 
Projects  Manager 

*Negotiating  Parties:  America's  Cup  Event  Authority.  LLC: 
Stephen  Barclay,  Craig  Thompson  and  Patrick  Jost 

5.     RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

At  3:20  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  from  executive  session  and 
reconvened  in  open  session. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  made  a  motion  to  adjourn  executive  session 
and  reconvene  in  open  session;  Commissioner  Crowley  seconded  the 
motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  made  a  motion  not  to  disclose  any 
information  discussed  in  executive  session.  Commissioner  Crowley  seconded 
the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

6.      ANNOUNCEMENTS:  The  Commission  Secretary  announced  the  following: 

A.     Announcement  of  Prohibition  of  Sound  Producing  Devices  During  the 
Meeting 
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Please  be  advised  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting. 
Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting 
room  of  any  person (s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

B.     Announcement  of  Time  Allotment  For  Public  Comments 

Please  be  advised  that  a  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  on  each  agenda  item  unless  the  Port 
Commission  adopts  a  shorter  period  on  any  item. 

7.     EXECUTIVE 

A.      Executive  Director's  Report:  Executive  Director  Monique  Moyer  reported  the 
following: 

•  Opening  of  Salmon  Season 

On  May  1 ,  201 1 ,  salmon  season  officially  opens  for  the  first  time  in  three 
years.  Although  the  agenda  states  April  2,  that  was  the  day  of  the 
celebration  of  salmon  season  coming  back.  It's  been  three  years  since  the 
San  Francisco  commercial  fishermen  haven't  been  able  to  fish  Chinook 
salmon.  Salmon  fishing  area  runs  from  Point  Arena  to  the  Mexico  border. 
The  season  starts  in  May  and  excluding  some  days  in  June  and  July,  it 
ends  in  mid  September  or  October.  We're  looking  forward  to  a  very  robust 
season.  Salmon  fishing  has  been  cancelled  in  2008,  2009  and  2010,  and 
our  fishermen  have  been  amazingly  strong  and  hanging  in  there.  Expect 
to  see  wild  salmon  on  Port  restaurant  menus  this  summer. 

•  San  Francisco  Heritage  Soiree/Port  City  Presentation  -  April  9.  201 1 

On  Saturday,  April  9,  201 1 ,  San  Francisco  Heritage  held  a  soiree  in 
commemoration  of  its  40*^  anniversary.  We  were  proud  to  be  able  to 
provide,  in  concert  with  Metro  Stevedore  Company,  the  Pier  35 
cruise  terminal  as  a  location  for  the  soiree.  Heritage  was  terrific  in 
recognizing  both  the  Port  and  Metropolitan  Stevedore  for  our  support 
of  their  program.  The  Port  was  represented  by  Mark  Paez  and 
Corinne  Woods.  They  celebrated  the  publication  of  Port  City,  the 
history  and  transformation  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  1 848  to 
201 0.  We're  amazingly  proud  of  all  of  their  successes  and  their 
contributions  to  our  waterfront,  and  we  are  so  glad  to  be  considered 
partners  with  them. 

On  May  25,  201 1  at  noon  at  Pier  1 ,  Mark  Buhler,  the  Heritage 
Executive  Director,  and  Michael  Corbett,  Architectural  Historian,  the 
author  of  Port  City,  are  going  to  come  to  the  Port  for  a  brownbag 
lunch  to  present  the  book.  Heritage  will  have  copies  of  "Port  City" . 
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available  for  purchase  and  Michael  Corbett  will  be  holding  a  book 
signing  at  the  end  of  the  presentation.  The  brownbag  is  open  to 
Commissioners  and  CAC  members  and  tenants  and  whoever  else 
might  like  to  come. 

To  date,  Heritage  has  given  public  presentations  of  Port  City  at  the 
California  Historical  Society,  the  American  Institute  of  Architects  and 
the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  Neighborhood  Association.  The  next 
presentation  is  May  1 1 ,  2011  at  SPUR.  The  book  is  very  well 
received  and  people  are  asking  if  they  can  find  it  on  Amazon.  It  is  not 
on  Amazon  but  it  is  available  at  bookstores  around  the  city, 
especially  in  the  Ferry  Building's  Passage  Bookstore. 

•    201 1  San  Francisco  Business  Times  Awards: 

-  America's  Cup,  Deal  of  the  Year 

-  W\\cUae\  Cohen,  Deal  Maker  of  the  Year 

-  Exploratorium,  Finalist,  Best  Private/Public  Deal  of  the  Year 

-  Pier  24  Pilara  Collection,  Finalist,  Best  Rehabilitation/Renovation  Deal 
of  the  Year 

-  Lafitte,  Best  New  Restaurant,  San  Francisco 

On  March  23,  201 1 ,  the  San  Francisco  Business  Times  held  their 
annual  Deals  of  the  Year  Awards.  There's  never  been  a  time  when 
so  many  of  the  port's  partners  were  recognized.  First  and  foremost, 
the  winner  of  Deal  of  the  Year  was  the  city  effort,  including  the  Port, 
to  win  the  bid  for  the  America's  Cup  for  201 3.  We're  very  proud  of 
that  accomplishment. 

The  Real  Estate  Dealmaker  of  the  Year  was  Michael  Cohen,  who  for 
many  years  was  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Economic  and 
Workforce  Development.  Among  the  many  accomplishments  that 
were  cited  were  here  at  the  port,  including  the  Exploratorium  as  well 
as  Treasure  Island,  Hunter's  Point,  and  his  help  with  the  America's 
Cup  bid. 

The  Exploratorium  Project  was  the  finalist  for  Best  Private/Public 
Deal  of  the  Year.  It  took  a  lot  of  creativity  to  have  that  deal  happen, 
and  we're  very  pleased  about  that  recognition  and  congratulate  our 
partners  at  the  Exploratorium. 

The  Pier  24  Pilara  Collection  was  a  finalist  for  Best  Rehabilitation/ 
Renovation  Deal  of  the  Year,  and  it  is  a  tremendous  space. 

Lafitte  Restaurant  at  Pier  5  was  named  Best  New  Restaurant  in  San 
Francisco.  We  couldn't  be  more  proud,  and  we  congratulate  all  our 
partners.  We  hope  to  do  even  better  next  year. 
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Earth  Day  -  April  22.  201 1 

Friday,  April  22,  201 1  is  Earth  Day,  and  the  Port  has  already  teamed 
up  with  several  entities  such  as  the  Neighborhood  Parks  Council,  the 
Blue  Greenway,  GreenTrust  San  Francisco,  Sea  Scavenger,  Golden 
Gate  Autobahn  Society,  Kayaks  Unlimited,  and  the  City's  Department 
of  Public  Works,  who  leads  the  city's  efforts  on  Earth  Day,  to 
coordinate  several  Earth  Day  cleaning  and  greening  events  along  the 
Blue  Greenway. 

Two  of  those  events  happened  on  Saturday,  April  9.  The  first  was  led 
by  the  Golden  Gate  Autobon  Society  at  the  Pier  94  Wetlands  where 
they  performed  jnvasive  plant  removal,  cleanup  and  planting.  The 
second  was  led  by  the  Sea  Scavenger  Conservancy,  which 
performed  shoreline  cleanup  along  India  Basin  Shoreline. 

On  Saturday,  April  16,  there  will  be  an  event  at  Agua  Vista  Park  from 
9:00  to  noon  and  then  two  events  the  following  Saturday,  April  23, 
one  at  Warm  Water  Cove  from  9:30  to  12:30  and  a  second  at  Islais 
Creek  from  9:00  to  3:00,  and  volunteers  are  desperately  wanted, 
needed  and  beloved  if  they  would  please  come  out  and  help.  For 
more  information,  see  Corinne  Woods  or  go  to  the  Neighborhood 
Parks  Council  website  or  the  Port's  websites  as  well  as  the  city's 
website  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Disnev  Cruise  Line  6  New  Port  Calls:  May  15-16.  2010:  September  13-14. 
1 8-1 9,  &  25-26.  201 2.  October  2-3  &  9-1 0.  201 2 

Disney  Cruise  Line  will  make  its  first-ever  call  to  San  Francisco  at  the 
end  of  this  month.  They  will  be  arriving  on  April  29,  201 1  coming  in 
from  Los  Angeles  and  staying  overnight  for  a  two-day  visit  to  San 
Francisco,  departing  on  April  30  to  Victoria,  Canada.  Disney 
announced  six  new  port  calls  for  2012  in  San  Francisco,  one  in  May 
and  three  in  September  and  two  in  October.  The  Disney  Wonder  will 
arrive  in  two  weeks'  time  at  Pier  35.  She  is  965  feet.  She'll  have 
approximately  22,700  guests. 

Update  on  the  Downtown  San  Francisco  Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 
Project 

At  the  May  10,  201 1  Port  Commission  meeting,  staff  will  be  making  a 
presentation  on  the  Downtown  San  Francisco  Ferry  Terminal 
Expansion  Project.  This  project  is  a  joint  planning  effort  between  the 
Water  Emergency  Transportation  Authority  and  the  Port  of  San 
Francisco  to  expand  ferry  service  from  the  Downtown  Ferry  Terminal 
and  also  implement  related  public  improvements  in  the  back  area  of 
the  Ferry  Building  area. 


M04122011 


L 


A  presentation  was  made  at  the  Water  Emergency  Transit  Authority's 
board  meeting  last  week.  The  EIR  will  be  getting  kicked  off  shortly. 
There  will  be  a  public  scoping  meeting  at  Pier  1  on  April  26  for 
anybody  interested  in  being  involved  in  the  EIR  process.  More 
information  can  be  located  on  the  Port's  and  the  Water  Emergency 
Transit  Authority's  websites. 

Francisco  Da  Costa  informed  Commissioner  Crowley  that  he 
attended  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  Meeting,  and 
they  send  him  their  regards,  and  they  miss  him  at  PUC.  He  indicated 
that  he  used  to  come  regularly  to  the  Port  Commission  meetings,  but 
there's  so  much  happening  at  City  Hall  that  he  can't  be  everywhere. 
The  7.5  miles  that  the  Commissioners  control  is  public  trust  land.  The 
Director's  Report  mentioned  the  salmon  season,  cruise  lines  coming 
to  the  Port,  the  America's  Cup  and  other  things.  Public  Trust  Land 
means  that  all  Californians  have  a  stake  in  what  happens.  If  you  read 
the  law,  you'll  know  that  apart  from  outside  the  Bay  Area  and  San 
Francisco,  meaningful  outreach  has  to  be  done.  One  of  the  ways  is  to 
provide  access  to  the  DVD  of  the  deliberation.  When  he  goes  to  the 
neighborhoods,  people  do  not  know  much,  and  some  do  not  know 
anything  about  what  is  happening  at  the  Port.  The  good  thing  is  there 
are  some  people  who  have  been  at  City  Hall,  some  who  have  had 
the  occasion  to  meet  the  constituency.  If  you  do  not  do  outreach,  it's 
going  to  come  to  haunt  you. 

He  and  the  Port  director  have  a  very  good  relationship.  She  is  always 
looking  for  accountability  and  transparency.  He's  here  to  state  one 
thing,  which  is  linked  to  the  Director's  Report  every  time.  Do  you 
really  follow  the  Public  Trust  Act?  If  you  do  represent  and  do  good 
representation  to  the  constituents,  do  you  do  meaningful  outreach 
and  deliberation? 

B.     Request  approval  to  execute  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  ("BCDC") 
for  staffing  costs  associated  with  the  Port  of  San  Francisco's  proposed 
amendment  to  the  BCDC  Special  Area  Plan  for  the  San  Francisco 
Waterfront  for  the  proposed  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  the  34^^ 
America's  Cup.  (Resolution  No.  11-23) 

Brad  Benson,  Special  Projects  Manager  for  the  Port  presented  the  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission's  Special  Area  Plan  for  the 
San  Francisco  Waterfront  as  it  pertains  to  the  proposed  cruise  terminal 
at  Pier  27  and  a  portion  of  the  America's  Cup  project. 

For  a  long  time,  BCDC  maintained  a  plan  for  the  San  Francisco 
Waterfront  called  the  Total  Design  Plan.  It  was  a  very  prescriptive  plan 
about  what  could  happen  at  individual  locations  of  the  waterfront,  and  it 
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didn't  provide  a  lot  of  flexibility  needed  to  rehabilitate  the  Port's  finger 
piers  and  redevelop  the  city's  waterfront. 

Around  the  time  the  Port  was  finalizing  its  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan,  the 
Port  Director  at  the  time  and  the  executive  director  of  BCDC  entered  into 
an  agreement  to  negotiate  a  change  to  BCDC's  plans  for  the  waterfront. 
The  result  of  that  effort  was  the  Special  Area  Plan.  It  provided  a  plan- 
level  approach  to  achieve  BCDC's  policy  goals  for  the  waterfront, 
creating  new  waterfront  plazas,  new  open  water  basins  for  the 
waterfront,  a  way  to  rehabilitate  the  Port's  historic  finger  piers  and 
provide  maximum  feasible  access  to  the  water's  edge.  That  set  of 
changes  enabled  projects  like  the  Ferry  Building  and  Pier  1  and  IVa,  3 
and  5  to  go  forward. 

Generally,  BCDC  has  a  broad  jurisdiction  over  the  Port's  waterfronts. 
Within  the  100-foot  shoreline  band  and  in  the  open-water  areas,  BCDC 
permits  the  placement  of  fill,  public  access  to  the  bay,  any  new  docks  or 
pile-supported  structures,  dredging  activity,  open  water  basins,  changes 
in  use  and  any  construction  remodeling  or  repair  of  a  structure,  so  that 
pretty  much  anything  significant  that  the  Port  does  requires  permission 
from  BCDC. 

With  respect  to  the  cruise  terminal,  there  were  some  major  public 
benefits  that  BCDC  and  the  Port  agreed  would  be  provided  at  the  Pier 
27  location.  In  essence,  the  Cruise  Terminal  Project  changes  how  we 
need  to  approach  that  public  benefit  package.  He  asked  for 
Commission's  approval  for  a  negotiated  agreement  with  BCDC  to 
reimburse  their  staff  costs  in  order  to  amend  the  Special  Area  Plan. 

North  of  the  Ferry  Building  at  Piers  19  through  29,  BCDC  called  for  the 
following  major  public  benefits:  For  the  front  portion  of  the  Pier  27  shed 
along  the  Embarcadero  to  be  removed  to  make  way  for  the  Northeast 
Wharf  Plaza,  a  two-acre  waterfront  park,  an  open  water  basin,  which  is 
generally  defined  as  an  area  where  the  public  can  view  the  bay,  without 
major  disruption  between  Piers  1 9  and  27,  and  the  removal  of  half  of  the 
Pier  23  shed.  Pier  23  is  a  contributing  resource  to  the  Embarcadero 
Historic  District. 

The  purpose  of  those  combined  benefits  was  to  provide  the  public  with 
an  area,  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza,  to  recreate,  appreciate  the  bay  and 
have  fairly  unobstructed  views.  The  idea  about  removing  the  Pier  23 
shed  or  half  of  the  Pier  23  shed  was  to  provide  great  views  of  the  Bay 
Bridge. 

The  uses  that  were  envisioned  for  this  site  in  the  Special  Area  Plan  and 
the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  at  the  time  were  for  the  Pier  27  through  31 
complex,  mixed-use  recreation,  and  for  the  water  area  between  Piers  23 
and  27  for  layberthing  and  ceremonial  berthing. 
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The  Port  has  gone  through  a  process  that  selected  the  Pier  27  berth  as 
the  Port's  premier  berth  and  the  most  appropriate  location  for  cruise 
berthing  along  the  waterfront.  Port  staff  has  consulted  with  BCDC  about 
how  that  cruise  terminal  project  relates  to  these  proposed  benefits.  The 
cruise  terminal  team  has  done  an  excellent  job  of  incorporating  the 
vision  of  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  into  the  design  of  the  cruise 
terminal.  Port  staff's  initial  consultation  with  BCDC  has  given  us  the 
impression  that  BCDC  staff  views  the  cruise  activities  as  impacting  on 
the  park  and  diminishing  the  value  of  the  open-water  basin. 

Additionally,  a  major  project  at  Piers  27  through  31  triggers  this 
requirement  to  remove  the  back  half  of  Pier  23.  Now  that  we  understand 
that  resource,  we  understand  it  much  better  than  we  did  in  2000  when 
this  agreement  was  negotiated,  that  would  be  a  significant  impact  to  that 
historic  resource  to  remove  the  back  half  of  the  shed.  The  pier  is  in  very 
good  shape,  and  it  would  be  in  the  Port's  business  interest  to  be  able  to 
maintain  that  shed. 

In  anticipation  of  this  and  in  consultation  with  the  Cruise  Terminal  Team 
and  BCDC  staff,  last  year  we've  started  early  outreach  to  the  Port's 
waterfront  constituents  to  figure  out  a  different  way  of  delivering  similar 
public  benefits  to  the  waterfronts,  great  park  spaces,  new  open  water 
basins  and  with  a  mind  of  being  able  to  build  the  cruise  terminal  and  also 
to  be  able  to  preserve  Pier  23. 

With  the  America's  Cup  proposal,  now  the  proposal  is  not  just  to  remove 
the  front  portion  of  Pier  27,  but  also  the  rear  portion  of  27  where  it 
intersects  with  Pier  29.  We  can  negotiate  with  BCDC  to  create  new 
plazas,  not  only  where  the  Northeast  Wharf  Park  is  planned,  but  also  at 
the  end  of  Piers  27  and  29  that  there  are  new  view  possibilities  of  the 
bay  at  that  location  and  that  shed  removal  could  possibly  replace  the 
required  shed  removal  at  Pier  23. 

We  are  going  to  have  to  do  more  consultation  with  our  waterfront 
stakeholders  and  with  BCDC  staff  to  figure  out  exactly  the  right  formula 
for  amending  the  Special  Area  Plan. 

Finally,  there's  one  component  of  this  amendment  that  does  not  pertain 
to  this  part  of  the  waterfront.  The  America's  Cup  is  envisioning  the  use  of 
Piers  32  through  36  water  basin  for  mooring  of  catamarans.  Under  the 
BCDC  Special  Area  Plan  that  is  also  an  open  water  basin  designed  for 
passive  enjoyment  of  the  bay.  BCDC  indicated  that  we  would  need  to 
amend  the  Special  Area  Plan  to  allow  the  temporary  use  to  go  forward  in 
that  water  basin. 

Today's  proposal  is  for  the  Port  Commission  to  authorize  Port  staff  to 
enter  into  a  cost  reimbursement  agreement  with  BCDC  staff  to  negotiate 
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the  changes  and  to  process  the  Port's  amendments  to  the  Special  Area 
Plan.  The  proposed  BCDC  staffing  cost  is  $100,000  that  includes  a 
$20,000  contingency.  We  envision  that  this  plan  amendment  would  be 
studied  under  the  joint  CEQA  for  the  cruise  terminal  and  the  America's 
Cup  and  would  take  about  a  year  to  complete.  It's  a  very  time- 
consuming  process. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner 
Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor; 
Resolution  No.  1 1  -23  was  adopted. 

8.  CONSENT 

A.  Reauest  authorization  to  amend  contract  with  Lanqan  Engineering  and 
Environmental  Services.  Inc.  to  provide  additional  environmental  investigation 
and  related  consulting  services  for  the  Pier  70  Master  Plan  Area,  and  to 
increase  the  contract  amount  by  $387,697  (or  22.5%)  to  $1 .719.969.  with  no 
change  to  contract  term.  (Resolution  No.  11-16) 

B.  Reguest  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  2727.  Pier  43  Bav  Trail 
Link  Proiect.  to  Vortex  Marine  Construction.  Inc.  in  the  amount  of  $6.383.000. 
and  to  create  a  contract  contingency  fund  of  10%  of  the  contract  amount  (or 
$638,300)  for  unanticipated  contingencies.  (Resolution  No.  11-17) 

C.  Reguest  authorization  to  execute  an  amendment  to  the  design  and 
engineering  services  contract  with  Gerwick/SDE  JV  for  the  Pier  43  Bay 
Trail  Link  Project  increasing  the  contract  amount  by  the  sum  of  $106.945 
to  $853,428,  and  for  a  contract  contingency  fund  of  1 0%  of  the 
remaining  contract  amount  of  $107.700  (or  $10.770).  (Resolution  No. 
11-18) 

D.  Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2741 .  Marine 
Structural  Projects  III,  to  West  Bay  Builders.  Inc..  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$1 .325.000.  and  authorization  for  a  10%  contingency  fund  of  $132.500. 
(Resolution  No.  11-19) 

E.  Reguest  approval  of  resolution  authorizing  the  Port  Executive  Director  to 
execute  a  revised  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOD)  with  the  Controller 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  reimburse  the  Port  for  revenue  lost 
due  to  hosting  the  34   America's  Cup.  (Resolution  No.  1 1  -20) 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner 
Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor; 
Resolution  Nos.  1 1  -1 6,  1 1  -1 7,  1 1  -1 8,  1 1  -1 9  and  1 1  -20  were  adopted. 

9.  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
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Request  approval  to  award  the  Pier  70  Waterfront  Site  development 
opportunity  to  Forest  City  Development  California.  Inc.  and  to  enter  into 
exclusive  negotiations  for  a  lease  and  development  agreement  of  25  acres  to 
achieve  the  objectives  specified  in  the  Port's  August  30.  2010  development 
solicitation  for  the  site.  (Resolution  No.  11 -21) 

Kathleen  Diohep,  Port  Project  Manager  for  Pier  70,  indicated  that  today 
is  an  accomplishment  in  a  whole  series  of  planning  and  work  and  efforts 
that  have  been  going  on  at  the  Port  before  her  tenure.  She  asked  for 
Commission's  approval  to  award  the  development  opportunity  for  a 
portion  of  the  Pier  70  site  to  Forest  City  Development. 

Pier  70  is  almost  70  acres,  from  18*^  Street  to  Mariposa,  Illinois  to  the 
water.  It  includes  the  working  ship  repair  yard.  It  includes  an  amazing 
collection  of  historic  buildings  dating  back  to  the  1880's.  It's  a  place  that 
created  an  amazing  amount  of  industrial  history  in  San  Francisco. 

The  Port  initiated  a  community  planning  process  to  come  up  with  a  way 
to  envision  and  recreate  this  site.  Through  that  process,  we  created  a 
balance  between  historic  preservation,  new  opportunities  for  new 
buildings,  creating  parks  and  retaining  ship  repair  and  attempting  to  do  it 
in  a  way  that's  environmentally  and  financially  sustainable. 

As  we  move  forward,  we  realize  that  there  was  a  little  bit  more  than  one 
entity  could  swallow  if  we  put  the  whole  project  out  as  one  development 
opportunity.  We  offered  the  southeast  corner,  the  waterfront  site,  which 
is  predominantly  asphalt  now.  It's  the  opportunity  area  where  we  could 
build  a  substantial  amount  of  new  development  that  would  be  the 
economic  engine  to  bring  the  rest  of  Pier  70  forward. 

The  solicitation  for  a  real  estate  developer  for  Pier  70  was  released  in 
May  201 0.  Port  staff  chose  to  issue  the  request-for-qualifications  for  a 
skilled,  qualified,  capable  partner  to  work  with  the  Port.  We  had  done  a 
certain  level  of  working  through  issues  with  the  planning  process.  Rather 
than  asking  the  prospective  respondents  to  submit  an  economic  or 
design  bid,  which  we  knew  we'd  have  to  renegotiate,  we  went  with  the 
idea  of  choosing  on  qualifications  and  getting  a  proposal  later. 

The  waterfront  site  is  25  acres,  consisting  of  approximately  2.5  million 
square  feet.  Part  of  the  role  we  want  the  developer  to  take  is  help  the 
Port  understand  how  to  bring  infrastructure  to  the  whole  site.  How  do  we 
come  up  with  a  reasonable  cost-recovery  plan  for  the  infrastructure 
across  all  the  users?  How  do  we  get  through  the  entitlement  processes 
and  all  of  the  steps  we  need  to  do  to  realize  the  plan? 

We  issued  the  RFQ,  and  we  received  six  respondents.  In  February 
201 1 ,  four  of  those  respondents  were  qualified  and  each  team  made  a 
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presentation  to  the  Commission.  Tliey  were  Forest  City,  IVIission  Bay 
Development  Group,  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners  and  TIVIG. 

One  of  tine  most  amazing  conclusions  out  of  this  is  there  were  four  very 
well-capitalized,  very  interested,  very  capable  private  parties  indicating 
they're  willing  to  toss  their  money  into  our  project.  They're  willing  to 
invest  at  least  $1 0  million  to  get  the  entitlements,  and  they  see  a  real 
economic  opportunity. 

Forest  City,  a  national  developer,  which  is  a  public/private  focus,  had 
some  very  strong  parallels  to  Pier  70  in  their  resume.  The  Washington 
Naval  Yards,  which  is  a  waterfront  site,  near  a  working  naval  yard,  near 
a  ballpark.  The  University  Park  at  MIT,  a  technology  campus  near  a 
major  research  university  like  UCSF,  on  a  land  lease,  partnering  with 
MIT,  throwing  off  substantial  ground  rent.  The  Presidio  Landmark,  the 
rehabilitation  of  the  Public  Health  Service  Hospital  site  where  they 
artfully  tucked  new  construction  into  a  historic  district  and  restored  that 
building. 

Mission  Bay  Development  Group  made  the  Mission  Bay  Project  happen. 
They  had  strong,  local  experience.  They  understand  the  mechanics  of  what 
the  real  estate  trade  calls  the  horizontal  development,  putting  in  roads  and 
parks  and  the  infrastructure.  They  know  what  to  do  with  the  waterfront  parks 
at  Pier  70  because  they've  done  it  at  Mission  Bay.  They  were  proposing 
master-developer  construct  that  was  successful  at  Mission  Bay,  purchased 
late  last  year  by  Sales  Force,  14  acres  at  a  substantial  price  showed  that  the 
value  of  having  the  entitlements  and  the  horizontal  in  place  creates  value  to 
the  land. 

San  Francisco  Waterfront  Partners  have  been  our  partner  at  Piers  ^V2,  3  and 
5,  the  Washington  Street  project  and  the  Pilara  project.  They  have  a  strong 
historic  preservation  and  Port  of  San  Francisco  experience.  They  had  some 
exciting  design  concepts  ~  a  hotel,  marina,  and  an  arts  educational  campus 
for  Pier  70. 

TMG  and  the  Sobrato  Group  are  the  two  of  the  largest  Bay-area  developers. 
Either  of  them  have  the  capacity  to  take  on  and  do  the  Pier  70  project  and 
the  strengths.  They  had  a  very  strong  tie-in  to  the  technology  sector.  Sobrato 
Organization  characterizes  themselves  as  the  landlord  of  Silicon  Valley,  and 
they  see  that  Silicon  Valley  Technology  Energy  moving  north,  people 
wanting  to  be  in  San  Francisco,  and  they  wanted  to  come  here  with  that  now 
as  an  exciting  validation  of  some  of  the  uses  we're  thinking  of  at  Pier  70. 
Sobrato  just  in  the  recent  past  bought  a  building  in  Mission  Bay  just  north  of 
Pier  70. 

With  regard  to  the  evaluation  process,  the  presentations  were  made  to  the 
Port  Commission  on  February  22,  201 1 .  The  evaluation  panel,  with  Port  Staff, 
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interviewed  the  four  teams  on  February  23,  201 1  and  individually  and 
independently  scored  eacli  team  on  the  evaluation  criteria.  The  Central 
Waterfront  Advisory  Group  also  met  and  had  each  developer  give  them  a 
presentation  and  then  take  questions  from  the  Advisory  Group  members  and 
from  the  public.  After  the  developers  did  these  presentations,  the  community 
and  CWAG  conferred  and  came  up  with  a  list  of  pros  and  cons  and  issues, 
which  are  included  in  the  staff  report. 

Staff  undertook  a  financial  and  staff-capacity  review  of  each  developer.  The 
members  of  the  evaluation  panel  are:  Steve  Chamberlain,  a  retired  real 
estate  developer  and  taught  at  the  Haas  Business  School.  Bijal  Patel, 
Deputy  Director  of  Property  Development  and  Management  for  the  Santa 
Clara  Valley  Transit  Authority.  Tracy  Reynolds,  the  real  estate  manager  and 
development  for  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency.  Corinne 
Woods,  member  of  the  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (CWAG),  a 
Mission  Bay  resident.  Jasper  Rubin,  CWAG  member,  a  planning  professor  at 
San  Francisco  State,  and  was  a  planner  with  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department. 

The  panel  asked  hard  questions,  interviewed,  scored  and  ranked  the 
proposals.  Kathleen  Diohep  indicated  that  on  page  4  of  the  staff  report,  the 
approach  should  be  35  points  and  experience  should  be  30  points 
maximum.  The  numbers  were  transposed.  It  doesn't  change  the  outcome. 

Forest  City  received  the  highest  score  in  each  category  and  overall.  They 
tied  with  Mission  Bay  Development  on  their  vision  and  their  approach  for 
Pier  70,  and  they  tied  with  TMG  Sobrato  on  their  staff  capacity. 

Based  on  this  evaluation,  on  the  reviews,  the  checks,  etc.  staff  is 
recommending  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  staff  to  begin 
negotiations  with  Forest  City  for  Pier  70. 

If  approved,  staff  would  then  negotiate  an  exclusive  negotiation  agreement 
with  Forest  City  i.e.  structure  the  process  for  considering  the  project, 
establishes  fees  and  cost  recovery  and  a  schedule  for  performance.  It 
contains  a  number  of  good  partner  provisions  on  how  we're  going  to  work 
together  over  the  period  of  time  to  get  this  project  approved. 

Staff  will  come  back  in  spring  to  seek  Commission's  approval  of  the  ENA. 
Staff  is  not  seeking  the  Commission's  approval  of  the  actual  terms  of  the 
ENA  today  but  rather  seeking  authorization  for  staff  to  commence 
negotiation  in  July. 

We  don't  have  a  development  proposal  or  even  a  conceptual  proposal  from 
Forest  City  at  this  time.  We'll  be  looking  at  having  something  on  that  for 
Commission's  review  late  this  year.  As  we  move  forward,  and  these  dates 
get  more  conceptual. 
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In  2012,  we  will  be  doing  the  infrastructure  assessment,  the  financing  plan 
and  then  starting  our  way  through  all  the  entitlement  steps  including  CEQA, 
Board  of  Supervisors  approval,  and  other  steps  in  2012.  If  everything  comes 
together,  we  could  start  to  break  ground  and  build  out  at  Pier  70  in  2014. 

We're  asking  the  Port  Commission  to  award  to  Forest  City  this  development 
opportunity,  but  we're  going  to  come  back  for  approval  of  the  actual  ENA 
terms.  If  it  doesn't  work  out,  we  have  the  right  to  go  to  a  different  partner. 
We're  not  committing  to  a  project.  There  is  no  actual  project  proposal.  This  is 
about  agreeing  to  a  process  to  come  up  with  one.  There  will  still  be  many 
changes  in  concept.  There'll  be  many  opportunities  to  analyze  the 
environmental,  the  economic,  the  market,  and  the  maritime  impacts,  all  of 
the  different  things  we'd  have  to  look  at  and  understand  to  really  do  the 
project. 

Francisco  Da  Costa  indicated  that  he  represents  the  first  people  of  this  area, 
the  Muwekma  Ohione.  The  Muwekma  Ohione  tribe  has  the  patrimonial 
jurisdiction  over  the  entire  San  Francisco.  In  1991 ,  they  exercised  their  right 
of  First  Refusal.  The  Muwekma  Ohione  tribe  is  interested  in  the  watershed 
state  of  affairs  In  this  area.  If  you  have  coal  tar,  that  type  of  residue  and 
contaminants,  if  you  have  hot  spots  of  ammonia  spill  in  the  area,  we  want  to 
know  how  you're  going  to  do  the  cleanup,  how  you're  going  to  do  the 
abatement,  how  you're  going  to  do  the  mitigation.  He  also  worked  at  the 
Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  established  the  Infrastructure  Group, 
Maintenance/Technical  Support  Group,  the  Real  Estate  and  Property 
Management  Group.  It  gave  him  a  lot  of  experience.  At  the  Presidio,  we 
always  made  available  to  the  public  whatever  documentation  they  wanted. 
The  General  Management  Plan,  the  Environmental  Impact  Studies.  In  this 
case,  it  would  be  the  Environmental  Impact  Report.  The  people  of  the  area 
and  the  tribe  would  like  all  the  documentation  and  be  included.  When  the 
EIR  to  Hunter's  Point  was  done,  the  tribe  was  left  out.  When  the  tribe  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  planning  team,  to  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development, 
then  the  other  people  dubious  in  nature  apologized  and  tried  to  embrace  the 
tribe.  We  don't  want  these  wannabes  who  think  about  greenery  and  stuff  like 
that;  that's  all  good,  but  that's  mundane.  That's  plastic.  What  we  want  to 
state  categorically  is  this  land  was  pristine.  Somebody  came  and  put  some 
landfill  or  whatever.  Let's  do  the  right  thing. 

Corinne  Woods,  member  of  the  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group,  Chair  of 
the  Mission  Bay  CAC,  and  wears  various  hats,  indicated  that  before  Toby 
Levine  left  town,  she  gave  her  a  list  of  things  to  talk  about,  and  of  course  she 
lost  it.  We  had  a  very  good  process.  Both  the  CWAG  and  the  technical  panel 
were  very  thorough.  This  was  a  very  tough  decision.  Any  one  of  these  four 
groups  could  have  handled  this.  She'd  love  to  see  some  of  the  ideas  that 
came  out  from  the  groups  that  didn't  win  incorporated  into  the  plan  because 
there  were  some  exciting  ideas  that  came  out  that  could  be  a  real  benefit  to 
Pier  70.  Mr.  Da  Costa  should  understand  that  the  environmental  remediation 
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is  well  underway  or  at  least  the  planning  for  it  is  well  underway.  The  items  on 
today's  consent  calendar  approved  some  funding  for  it  today.  We're  moving 
forward.  Carol  Bach  tells  her  that  they're  working  very  well  with  PG&E  on  the 
problems  coming  from  the  Mirant  Plant  onto  Pier  70.  They're  hoping  to  get 
the  report  from  PG&E  this  spring.  The  entitlements  are  going  to  be  tough, 
but  they  know  how  to  do  it. 

Commissioner  Crowley  suggested  to  staff  to  reach  out.  The  public  trust  and 
public  benefits  sector  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs  are  a  very 
important  group  and  perhaps  could  be  incorporated  as  an  end-user  since  it 
would  bunch  up  next  to  UCSF  and  the  biotech  industry.  We  shouldn't  forget 
our  veterans  and  our  veterans'  administration  in  this  if  it  could  be  used  as  an 
end-user.  He  asked  to  try  to  incorporate  it  in  time. 

Kathleen  Diohep  replied  that  we  have  met  with  them  since  the  proposal,  and 
they  are  working  through  their  process  out  of  federal  looking  for  the 
alternative  sites,  what  options  they  have  to  grow  at  Fort  Miley,  where  they 
want  to  be.  Our  agreement  was  we'll  keep  talking  to  them.  There's  room  for 
a  lot  of  users  at  Pier  70. 

Commissioner  Crowley  indicated  that  was  his  point.  He  knows  they're  not  a 
water-site  development  group. 

Kathleen  Diohep  commented  that  the  Port  Commission  and  staff  express 
thanks  and  appreciation  to  the  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  and  the 
Waterfront  Site  Evaluation  Panel  for  their  participation  in  and  support  of  this 
effort.  The  Pier  70  Advisory  Group  was  created  in  2000  to  help  with  the  first 
Pier  70  RFP.  It  was  thought  of  as  a  four-month  project.  It's  like  the  Gilligan's 
Island  three-hour  cruise.  A  decade  later,  many  of  the  same  people  are 
working  with  the  Port  on  a  regular  basis  to  make  sure  we've  got  our  ear  to 
the  ground,  understanding  what  the  community  wants  and  we  appreciate  the 
effort  and  the  stewardship  from  that  group. 

Commissioner  Katz  indicated  that  other  than  just  echoing  Corinne's 
comments  as  well  as  Commissioner  Crowley's,  there  were  some  very  good 
nuggets  contained  in  all  the  proposals.  She  urged  Forest  City  and  their  team 
to  take  a  look  at  some  of  those  and  perhaps  even  meet  with  Corinne  and 
others  to  get  their  sense  of  some  of  the  points  that  were  interesting  and 
worth  possibly  taking  a  look  at. 

Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  she,  too,  echoes  all  the  comments. 
Port  staff,  CWAG  and  the  evaluation  panel  did  a  phenomena!  job  with  this 
project  because  it  has  been  ongoing  for  the  past  1 0  years.  She's  had  a  lot  of 
meetings  in  the  last  three  or  four  years  just  to  prepare  the  proposal  and  to 
get  such  a  great  response  was  wonderful.  Everyone  did  a  wonderful  job,  and 
thanked  them  all  for  putting  the  time  and  effort  into  it.  She  also  thanked  the 
other  developers  that  submitted  proposals  because  they  were  all  very  good 
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proposals.  Any  one  of  them  could  have  done  this.  She  congratulated  Forest 
City  for  winning  the  competition  at  this  point,  and  looks  forward  to  the 
negotiations  and  the  outcome  and  to  the  groundbreaking  in  2014. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Katz 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution 
No.  11-21  was  adopted. 

B.      Request  approval  to  enter  into  a  First  Amended  Memorandum  of 

Understanding  ("Amended  MOU")  for  Design  Development  with  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  to  extend  the  scope  of 
work  from  Schematic  Design  through  Design  for  the  Pier  27  James  R. 
Herman  Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  ("Project"): 
and 

Request  approval  to  increase  fees  for  the  design  contract  with  the  joint 
venture  of  Kaplan.  McLaughlin.  Diaz  and  Pfau  Long  Architecture  in  the 
amount  not  to  exceed  $1 .950.161  to  extend  the  Project  scope  of  work 
from  Schematic  Design  through  Design  Development,  and  seek  an 
additional  authorization  for  a  ten  percent  contingency  in  the  amount  of 
$195.016  in  the  event  of  necessary  change  orders;  and  for  $264.893  for 
retroactive  design  costs  as  described  herein  for  a  total  contract 
authorization  of  $2.410.070;  and  to  extend  the  term  of  the  Agreement  to 
July  31.  2011  and; 

Reguest  approval  for  the  Port  staff  to  utilize  the  Integrated  Project 
Delivery  approach  for  the  procurement  of  Project  construction  services; 
and  authorize  DPW  to  advertise  for  a  Construction  Manager/General 
Contractor  for  this  purpose.  (Resolution  No.  1 1  -22) 

Dan  Hodapp,  Planning  &  Development,  indicated  that  he  will  provide  a  brief 
update  in  the  design  process.  Kim  von  Blohn  from  Engineering  will  provide 
some  of  the  financial  information  about  the  MOU.  Edgar  Lopez  of  DPW  will 
describe  how  the  Port  could  proceed  with  an  integrated  project  delivery 
approach  for  the  project. 

After  entering  into  an  MOU  with  DPW  in  early  2010,  we  went  through  several 
project  phases.  The  first  was  a  program  development,  developing  a  program 
statement  that  was  completed  a  little  over  a  year  ago,  that  defined  the 
square  footages  of  all  the  elements  required  in  a  cruise  terminal  so  we  can 
get  a  grasp  on  it  and  start  locating  where  the  terminal  is  on  the  site. 

From  that,  we  entered  into  a  concept  design  phase  which  was  completed 
last  July  and  was  reviewed  in  front  of  the  Commission  at  a  public  workshop 
and  a  variety  of  public  meetings.  We  then  went  into  a  schematic  design 
phase  starting  early  this  year  and  concluding  in  March,  which  was  presented 
to  the  Commission  on  March  22,  201 1 .  The  resolution  before  the 
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Commission  is  requesting  authorization  to  proceed  with  design  development. 
Following  that  would  be  construction  drawings,  all  before  construction  could 
begin  sometime  in  early  201 2,  illustrating  that  there  are  a  lot  of  points  in  the 
design  process,  and  we  are  at  a  mid  point  in  that  process. 

The  design  development  phase  is  set  up  to  bring  greater  clarity  of  the 
project,  design  and  program  alternatives  and  become  informed  about  costs. 
All  this  should  aid  the  Commission  in  making  decisions  about  the  terminal 
and  its  potential  construction  when  environmental  clearance  is  completed. 

Last  week,  we  met  with  the  Cruise  Terminal  Steering  Committee  to  review 
the  schematic  design  that  the  Commission  reviewed  on  March  22,  201 1 .  We 
reviewed  project  components,  adjustments  to  program  elements  and  other 
features  of  the  project  and  how  the  project  may  come  into  alignment  with  the 
budget.  The  steering  committee  was  unanimously  in  support  of  the  proposed 
adjustments  to  the  project,  which  most  significantly  included  leaving  some  of 
the  baggage  area  uncovered  as  seen  in  the  diagram  where  we  would 
capture  the  baggage  area  within  the  footprint,  but  we  would  not  actually 
construct  a  building  over  it  in  the  meantime.  It  retains  its  program  and  its 
function,  but  not  quite  ail  of  its  amenity.  Kim  von  Blohn  will  go  into  some  of 
the  other  features  that  were  done  in  order  to  help  bring  the  project  in 
alignment  with  its  budget  and  still  deliver  a  functioning  cruise  terminal  we 
can  be  proud  of. 

The  steering  committee  had  one  request,  and  that  was  to  add  a  second 
elevator  into  the  Phase  1  scheme,  and  that's  to  provide  redundancy  in  a 
situation  where  elevators  can  fail  at  times.  The  design  team  is  looking  at  that 
addition  and  trying  to  match  it  up  with  the  budget  numbers.  Staff  will  return  to 
the  Commission  in  the  future  with  whether  or  not  that  could  be  included  in 
the  budget  that's  being  proposed  at  this  point. 

Our  next  steps  of  public  outreach  are  design  review  with  Waterfront  Design 
Advisory  Committee  and  BCDC's  Design  Review  Board  on  May  9,  201 1  at 
6:30  p.m.  at  Pier  1 .  We're  also  setting  up  a  workshop,  probably  June  8,  201 1 
at  Pier  1 .  We  will  look  at  the  cruise  terminal  in  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza 
and  the  concept  and  schematic  design  of  those  components  of  the  project. 

The  project  is  also  being  reviewed  as  part  of  the  EIR  process  and  at 
numerous  Citizen  Advisory  Committee  meetings.  Should  the  Commission 
approve  the  resolution  today,  the  Commission  will  review  the  results,  the 
design  development  phase  in  July  or  August,  prior  to  beginning  any 
construction  drawings. 

Kim  von  Blohn  indicated  that  when  staff  presented  the  cruise  terminal 
schematic  design  to  the  Commission  in  March,  we  didn't  have  the  cost 
estimate  completed  nor  had  we  finished  the  funding  considerations.  The  cost 
and  the  funding  available  are  noted  in  table  5  of  the  staff  report.  The  base 
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case  referred  to  is  the  schematic  design  as  taken  off  by  the  cost  estimator. 
The  total  cost  excluding  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  obligations  came 
out  to  $1 06  million,  which  exceeded  our  funding  source  of  $78  million, 
leaving  a  $28  million  gap  in  our  project.  As  a  result,  we  went  back  through 
the  design,  performed  value  engineering  to  make  sure  we  could  remove 
some  elements  of  the  project  that  would  still  enable  us  to  get  to  where  we 
could  afford  to  build  it. 

He  showed  a  of  a  plan  view  of  the  facility.  The  bottom  view  is  the  ground 
floor,  and  the  top  view  is  the  floor  above  it,  the  second  floor.  One  of  the 
factors  in  a  cruise  terminal  is  the  layout  of  the  baggage  area.  It's  different 
from  an  airport.  We've  got  conveyors  bringing  bags  down  in  a  small  area.  In 
the  cruise  terminal,  they  like  to  set  the  bags  on  the  ground,  and  having  2600 
to  4000  passengers  means  lots  of  luggages.  They  like  to  be  able  to  do  it  in 
one  shift  if  possible  because  it  is  more  efficient  to  handle. 

One  of  the  previous  recommendations  from  our  steering  committee  had 
been  to  expand  the  baggage  area  to  accommodate  up  to  4000  passengers. 
Unfortunately,  the  cost  of  that  was  significant,  and  one  of  our  value- 
engineering  programs  was  to  find  a  way  of  reducing  the  area  of  the  baggage 
and  still  maintain  the  function.  The  net  effect  of  reducing  the  first-floor 
baggage  areas,  13,000  square  feet,  saves  the  project  $4  million.  The  area 
shown  within  the  red  box  would  be  maintained  as  an  open  baggage  area 
and  could  be  covered  with  tents  or  canopies  during  inclement  weather. 

On  the  second  floor,  there's  an  area  of  about  2700  square  feet,  which  is  also 
part  of  the  value-engineering  effort.  The  area  in  the  green  was  reserved  for 
later  build-out  way  into  the  future  when  ships  get  bigger.  The  net  effect  is  we 
would  still  have  an  85,000  square  foot  enclosed  terminal  which  meets  our 
functional  design  of  being  able  to  handle  2600  passengers  as  a  base  design 
case  and  4000  for  the  ultimate  case. 

We  looked  at  the  interior  of  the  building  and  considered  lighting  doors, 
elevators,  shutters,  signage,  seating,  window  shades  and  found  about 
another  million  dollars  in  savings.  We  also  looked  at  substituting  asphalt  for 
pavers  in  the  ground-transportation  area,  the  area  between  the  terminal 
building  and  Pier  29.  It  would  have  been  nice  to  have  pavers  there,  but  not 
necessary.  They  don't  have  them  at  the  airport,  so  we  can  do  without  them 
here.  The  pavers  saved  another  $1 .5  million.  Finally,  we  looked  at  a  different 
structural  scheme  for  repairing  the  marginal  wharf.  The  marginal  wharf  is  a 
50-foot  swath  just  on  the  base  side  of  the  seawall  that  runs  along  the 
Embarcadero.  Part  of  it  was  built  in  1914,  and  part  of  it  was  built  in  1965.  We 
did  some  non-destructive  testing  of  the  concrete  and  piles  and  so  far  have 
found  them  to  be  suitable  for  a  more  advanced  construction  project  that 
would  save  us  another  $3.5  million. 
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Lastly,  we  looked  at  deferring  some  of  the  project  costs  from  Phase  1  to 
Phase  2.  Phase  1  is  what  we  intend  to  deliver  for  the  America's  Cup,  and 
that  is  the  core  and  shell  of  the  building  that  they  can  use  for  event  space.  At 
that  time,  we  don't  have  to  deliver  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  or  the  ground 
transportation  area.  In  fact,  there  would  be  elements  of  the  building  not 
installed  at  that  time  such  as  the  security  systems. 

With  those  changes,  we're  able  to  fully  fund  Phase  1 ,  which  is  for  the 
America's  Cup,  and  reduce  the  shortfall  of  about  $12  million  in  Phase  2.  As 
we  progress  on  the  design,  we'll  look  at  other  ways  to  value  engineering 
Phase  2  and  also  possibly  defer  some  elements  of  that  into  the  future. 

With  these  changes  to  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  design  development 
and  in  order  to  keep  the  project  on  schedule,  Port  staff  proposes  that  the 
MOU  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  be  amended  to  enable  DPW  to 
continue  its  role  as  project  manager  and  also  to  have  the  design  team 
continue  in  its  role  as  architectural  engineer  for  the  next  phase  of  the  project. 

These  organizations  have  performed  well.  They've  met  our  schedule  and 
delivered  the  drawings  and  specifications  as  we  required.  In  addition,  Port 
staff  proposes  to  utilize  the  integrated  project  delivery  approach  for  the 
procurement  and  construction  services.  We  request  that  the  Port 
Commission  authorize  DPW  to  advertise  for  a  construction  manager/general 
contractor  for  this  purpose. 

Edger  Lopez,  Project  Manager  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works, 
explained  the  project  delivery  method.  Mr.  Lopez  acknowledged  Cindy 
McGill,  a  project  manager  with  DPW.  She's  been  working  very  closely  with 
the  Port  and  helping  to  manage  this  project  and  advance  the  different  work 
streams  that  we  have  associated  with  the  project. 

Most  public  projects  in  San  Francisco  are  done  the  traditional  way  of  design, 
bid  and  build.  This  method  tends  to  work  well  for  projects  that  are  fairly 
straightforward.  However,  for  projects  that  are  more  complex  in  nature,  we 
have  been  using  for  the  past  few  years  a  new  delivery  method  that  is  called 
CM/GC,  Construction  Manager/General  Contractor.  DPW  was  successful  in 
using  this  project  in  delivering  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  We're 
now  using  it  in  a  number  of  projects  including  the  San  Francisco  General 
Hospital,  the  SFPUC  Headquarters,  and  the  Veterans  Building  and  the  new 
police  headquarters. 

This  method  helps  projects  where  there's  a  certain  level  of  complexity 
because  we  hire  the  contractor  during  the  design  phase.  The  contractor  is 
hired  to  provide  constructability  review.  They  look  at  the  drawings  that  the 
design  team  is  putting  together.  They  help  with  the  coordination.  The 
coordination  effort  results  in  less  change-orders  during  construction,  which  in 
turn  results  in  savings  to  the  project. 
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Chapter  6  of  the  City's  Administrative  Code  prescribes  the  process  for  using 
this  delivery  method.  It's  a  two-step  process  where  we  issue  a  request  for 
qualifications.  Contractors  are  screened  and  evaluated  on  a  pass/fail  basis. 
Those  contractors  who  are  deemed  qualified  are  invited  to  respond  to  a 
request  for  proposals  where  we  have  prescriptive  criteria  for  evaluating  their 
proposals.  65  percent  of  the  evaluation  is  based  on  cost  and  35  percent  is 
based  on  non-cost  items,  which  include  looking  at  their  commitment  to 
comply  with  the  city's  goals  of  the  Human  Rights  Commission,  complying 
with  local  hiring  requirements,  the  quality  of  their  staff,  their  approach  to 
delivering  the  project  and  any  savings  that  they  might  offer  as  part  of  their 
strategy  for  delivering  the  project. 

Because  we  are  working  on  an  extremely  aggressive  deadline  to  deliver  this 
project  in  time  for  the  America's  Cup,  we  wanted  to  highlight  some  of  the 
provisions  of  the  CM/GC  contract  because  they  contain  a  certain  level  of 
financial  risk  to  the  Port.  We  want  to  make  sure  that  the  Port  Commission  is 
aware  of  those. 

Immediately  after  selecting  the  CM/GC  contractor,  we  would  be  directing  the 
contractor  to  provide  pre-construction  services.  This  is  a  period  of  time  when 
the  contractor  oversees  the  completion  of  the  construction  documents,  better 
coordination  offers  ideas  that  could  save  money  to  the  project  and  those  cost 
estimating  to  make  sure  we're  tracking  to  our  fixed-construction  budget  limit. 
They  also  began  a  process  of  prequalifying  trade  contractors.  Every  single 
trade  is  prequalified,  and  that  enables  us  to  make  sure  that  when  we  put 
these  contracts  out  to  bid,  we're  awarding  them  to  subcontractors  who  have 
the  financial  capabilities  and  knowhow  to  perform  the  work. 

This  pre-construction  work  is  done  prior  to  CEQA  clearance.  This  is  prior  to 
completing  the  EIR.  If  the  Port  were  to  cancel  this  contract  prior  to  the 
certification  of  the  EIR,  the  money  that  is  spent  during  those  services  would 
have  spent  money  and  get  very  little  value  if  the  project  doesn't  move 
foHA/ard.  Those  are  about  four  months  of  services  that  the  contractor  would 
be  providing,  and  they're  estimated  to  be  about  $300,000  to  $400,000. 

The  next  phase  of  the  CM/GC  contract  would  be  to  allow  the  contractor  to 
begin  ordering  long-lead  items  for  certain  specific  trades  such  as  steel  and 
the  curtain  wall.  This  trade  package  is  typically  required  anywhere  from  14  to 
16  weeks  of  lead  time  before  fabrication  begins.  During  those  14  to  16 
weeks,  subcontractors  prepare  what's  called  shop  drawings,  and  they  are  in 
dialogue  with  our  design  team  and  validating  the  quantities  that  need  to  be 
ordered,  working  out  construction  details  and  so  on. 

If  the  project  were  not  to  clear  CEQA  and  we've  completed  this  phase, 
again,  the  Port  would  be  at  risk  of  having  spent  7  to  8  percent  of  the 
construction  cost  for  which  we  would  get  very  little  return.  That's  the  level  of 
pre-construction  services  that  CM/GC  would  be  performing.  No  construction 
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activities  would  take  place  prior  to  CEQA  clearance.  We  would  be 
embedding  into  the  construction  contract  provisions  to  give  the  Port 
Commission  the  authority  to  cancel  the  contract  at  any  time  and  making  sure 
that  we're  not  getting  ourselves  ahead  of  CEQA. 

Commissioner  Katz  asked  if  the  CM/GC  approach  has  been  successful  in 
other  projects  and  has  it  resulted  in  potential  cost  savings  or  elimination  of 
delay  damage  claims  at  the  end  of  the  project. 

Edger  Lopez  replied  that  it  has  helped  on  other  projects.  The  Academy  of 
Sciences  is  one  of  the  projects  where  we  used  this  delivery  method.  We 
finished  on  time  and  on  budget.  On  SF  General,  we  started  construction  in 
the  middle  of  CM/GC  services.  The  contractor  has  come  up  with  hundreds  of 
recommendations  where  we  are  saving  money  by  doing  better  coordination 
and  avoid  expensive  delays  on  the  job.  We're  solving  issues  as  we  go  along 
before  starting  fabrication  and  having  the  workers  mobilize  to  the  field. 

Commissioner  Katz  asked  if  our  risk  would  be  potentially  7  percent  or  less  of 
construction  cost. 

Edger  Lopez  replied  that  there  are  two  levels  of  the  CM/GC.  The  early  part  is 
where  they're  simply  doing  the  cost  estimating,  the  vetting  of  the  documents. 
That's  about  four  months  of  services.  We  estimate  that  it  will  cost  anywhere 
from  $300,000  to  $400,000.  The  next  phase  is  where  we  allow  the  contractor 
to  begin  the  procurement  of  early  trade  packages.  The  worst-case  scenario 
would  be  that  if  we  don't  clear  CEQA  and  then  the  Port  cancels  the  contract, 
we  would  have  spent  money  on  preparing  those  shop  drawings  and  placing 
orders.  That's  worth  about  7  to  8  percent  of  the  construction  contract. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Katz 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  Resolution 
No.  11  -22  was  adopted. 

10.    MARITIME 

A.     Informational  presentation  on  the  Port's  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy. 

Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director  of  Maritime,  indicated  that  at  the  first 
Commission  meeting  of  201 1 ,  Commissioner  Crowley  asked  Port  staff  to 
investigate  the  development  of  a  Maritime  Preservation  Policy.  This  is  an 
informational  item  of  the  first  draft  of  the  policy.  Our  plan  will  be  to  gain 
Commission's  comments  today  and  then  present  the  proposed  policy  to  the 
Port's  advisory  committees,  particularly  the  MCAC  and  come  back  to  the 
Commission  soon  for  a  vote  and  ratification  of  the  policy 

The  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage's  Port  City  book  says  it  best:  "The 
Port  of  San  Francisco  is  a  complex  entity  that  has  always  connected  the 
waterfront  to  the  larger  city  beyond.  When  we  envision  the  Port  we  think  first 
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of  the  berths  of  ships  -  the  places  where  ships  are  loaded  and  unloaded."  As 
Kathleen  Diohep  of  the  Port  Planning  and  Development  eloquently  put  it 
"Ships  are  the  essence  of  a  Port." 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  is  one  of  the  most  diverse  and  vital  ports  in  the 
nation.  The  diversity  of  maritime  industries  along  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront  is  unique;  few  other  places  in  the  world  host  the  array  of  shipping, 
industrial,  passenger,  and  recreational  maritime  activities  all  in  one  place. 
The  Port  has  1 48  years  of  rich  maritime  roots  that  gave  birth  to  the  city,  and 
mirrors  our  Nation's  history.  San  Francisco  was  the  primary  industrial  port  on 
the  Pacific  Coast  for  1 00  years. 

However  shipping  technology  evolved  and  San  Francisco's  finger  piers  were 
deemed  obsolete  for  their  intended  use  ironically  just  about  the  same  time 
that  the  State  of  California  turned  over  control  of  the  Port  to  the  City. 

It  was  out  of  concern  for  the  protection  of  these  maritime  industries  that  San 
Franciscans  called  for  creation  of  the  landmark  San  Francisco  Waterfront 
Land  Use  Plan,  the  official  policy  document  of  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission. 

The  Waterfront  Plan  sets  forth  goals  and  policies  to  guide  Port  improvements 
that  balance  new  development,  public  open  space  and  maritime  industry 
needs.  Since  its  initial  adoption  of  the  Waterfront  Plan  in  1997,  the  Port 
Commission  has  approved  amendments  that  focus  more  specific  attention 
and  direction  for  public  access  and  waterfront  open  spaces,  and  architectural 
guidelines. 

The  Port  Commission  also  has  formally  recognized  San  Francisco's  rich 
maritime  heritage  through  the  approval  of  the  Embarcadero  Waterfront 
National  Register  Historic  District,  which  preserves  and  protects  the 
waterfront's  iconic  finger  piers  and  historic  buildings. 

This  maritime  preservation  policy  is  aimed  at  protecting  our  water  dependent 
uses  of  the  Port.  Water-dependent  activities  are  defined  in  the  Waterfront 
Land  Use  Plan  as  "those  which  require  access  to  water  in  order  to  function." 

This  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy's  intent  is  to  provide  formal,  more 
specific  policy  direction  for  prioritizing  maritime  activities  and  assets,  and 
measures  to  foster  financial  and  other  strategies  to  support  current  and  long- 
term  protection  of  valuable  and  limited  deepwater  berths,  waterborne 
connections  and  maritime  facilities. 

The  Port  has  reinvented  itself  in  the  past  decades.  While  our  days  as  a 
dominant  cargo  port  have  given  way  to  mega  container  ships  and  500  acre 
container  terminals,  we  lead  California  in  the  number  of  passengers  being 
transported  across  our  docks  either  by  excursion,  ferry  or  cruise  ship.    We 
own  the  largest  commercial  floating  drydock  on  the  America's,  are  home  to 
the  region's  harbor  service  companies  including  the  SF  Bar  Pilots  and  the 
Marine  Exchange.  It  looks  like  after  decades  of  effort,  we're  so  close  to 
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building  a  world  class  cruise  ship  terminal  at  Pier  27.  There's  also  a  rumor 
that  we're  going  to  play  host  to  the  34'^  America's  cup. 

The  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  is  proposed  in  recognition  of  the 
changes  that  have,  and  will  continue  to  occur  as  the  waterfront  evolves  to 
respond  to  industry  changes  and  City  needs.  The  draft  Maritime  Industry 
Preservation  Policy  includes  the  following  seven  points: 

1)  Encourage  development  and/or  rehabilitation  of  Port  assets  that  enhance 
current  water-dependent  commercial  uses  or  designated  Port  Priority 
Areas. 

2)  Protect  the  Port's  remaining  natural  deepwater  berths  for  active  maritime 
uses  by  requiring  that  such  berths  be  utilized  by  vessels  which  leave  the 
berth  no  less  than  once  per  week  and  by  prohibiting  use  of  such  berths 
for  use  by  static  maritime  museums,  offices  on  vessels,  lay-berthing  of 
histonc  vessels,  etc. 

3)  Promote  Port  development/historic  rehabilitation  projects  that  incorporate 
physical  improvements  to  maritime  deepwater  berthing  facilities,  including 
associated  needed  repair  or  equipment  requirements,  and/or  incorporate 
new  or  improved  facilities  specifically  to  support  maritime  industry 
activities. 

4)  Discourage  the  location  of  non-water  dependent  municipal  or  commercial 
uses/facilities,  other  than  parks,  on  sites  with  waterfront  access. 

5)  Maintain  adequate  water  depth  of  current  deep  water  berths  to 
accommodate  current  and  future  Port  maritime  activities  by  prioritizing 
funding  of  minimum  levels  of  dredging  in  the  Port's  capital  plan. 

6)  When  promoting  marine  recreational  uses  of  the  Port,  minimize  conflicts 
of  current  and  future  developments  between  ocean  going  vessels  and 
said  recreational  uses. 

7)  Prioritize  water  dependent  uses  and  not  allow  limits  to  standard  operating 
periods  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  adjacent  non-maritime  uses, 
public  access  or  view  corridors  except  as  otherwise  identified  in  the  Port's 
Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan. 

Port  staff  also  contemplates  the  creation  of  a  Maritime  Industry  Preservation 
Fund.  The  purpose  of  the  Fund  is  to  create  a  new  revenue  source  dedicated 
to  repair,  maintenance  or  improvement  of  berths  and  facilities  to  meet  the 
Port's  numerous  maritime  needs  and  obligations  for  generations  to  come. 
Before  finalizing  this  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy,  staff  will  work 
further  with  stakeholders  to  define  funding  options  for  this  purpose.  Such 
options  include  a  development  contribution  for  new  development  rehabilitation 
projects.  The  amount  of  such  contribution  would  be  offset  for  projects  which 
preserve,  renew  and/or  create  new  maritime  assets  in  the  Port's  portfolio. 
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This  Maritime  Industry  Preservation  Policy  is  meant  to  guide  Port  staff, 
tenants  and  developers  in  the  importance  of  maintaining  the  Port's  long-held 
maritime  assets  for  current  and  future  maritime  activity  in  accordance  with  the 
Port's  and  the  City's  long  maritime  history  and  the  Port's  perpetual  maritime 
mission. 

In  closing,  Peter  Dailey  read  a  quote  in  the  book.  Port  City,  published  by  San 
Francisco  Architectural  Heritage.  In  it  Brian  McWilliams,  former  Port 
Commissioner  and  labor  leader  articulates  the  position  that  we  face  in 
preserving  and  enhancing  our  water  dependent  industries. 

"The  tragedy  for  maritime  use  at  the  Port  is  that  you  can  prevail  over 
particular  issues  hundreds  of  times  but  you  only  get  to  lose  once  and  then 
what  you  fought  for  is  gone  forever." 

Hugh  Vanderspek,  General  Manager  for  the  shipyard  in  San  Francisco, 
thanked  the  Commission  for  asking  Port  staff  to  put  together  this 
maritime  preservation  policy.  It  is  another  example  of  the  forward 
thinking  bent  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  In  January,  BAE  shipyard 
drydocked  the  Carnival  Splendor  amid  a  cloud  of  media  and  an  apparent 
trail  of  Spam  and  Pop-Tarts  but  the  truth  is,  that  ship  could  not  have 
been  docked  in  this  port  had  it  not  been  for  the  forward-thinking  of  the 
Port  of  San  Francisco  back  in  2006  when  they  put  together  with  BAE 
Systems  and  with  Princess  an  agreement  that  allowed  the  expansion  of 
drydock  #2.  Had  we  not  put  that  together,  that  drydock  would  not  have 
been  able  to  lift  that  ship  and  provided  jobs.  That's  the  forward  thinking 
that  we're  doing  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  We  continue  to  work 
closely  with  the  Port  in  an  effort  to  maintain  access  to  the  shipyard, 
dredging  and  deep  water  to  the  shipyard.  He  appreciates  the  hard  work 
and  the  effort  that  the  Port  staff  has  put  into  these  challenges.  He  sees 
the  Maritime  Preservation  Policy  as  another  step  in  the  process  that  we 
all  must  go  through  in  order  to  assure  a  vital  maritime  industry  at  the  Port 
of  San  Francisco.  He  applauds  the  Port  and  the  Commission  for  their 
foresight  in  this  policy  and  the  continued  efforts  to  preserve  blue-collar 
work  on  the  San  Francisco  Waterfront. 

Francisco  Da  Costa  indicated  that  one  of  the  things  he  was  interested  in 
when  he  worked  at  the  Presidio  was  history.  He  wrote  a  lot  of  articles  on 
history.  We  have  to  remember  that  much  before  big  ships  came  here, 
the  Ohione  used  tule  reeds,  and  they  boated  from  island  to  island,  lots  of 
abalone  in  the  area.  We  need  to  connect  the  dots.  We  just  can't  start 
from  the  middle  of  nowhere.  Start  with  the  first  people.  Another  aspect 
that  the  Commissioners  should  delve  into,  little  has  been  done  is  the  role 
of  the  Coast  Guards  and  somebody  like  Captain  Healy  who  used  to  go 
to  Alaska  and  saved  thousands  and  thousands  of  the  Inuits.  They  were 
introduced  to  alcohol,  and  they  were  dying  left,  right  and  center.  He 
introduced  a  reindeer  that  could  eat  some  protein,  and  he  saved  the 
villagers.  Another  aspect  that  the  Port  must  look  at  is  much  before  the 
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Bay  Bridge  was  built  tliere  was  a  connection  between  this  area  we  call 
the  Ferry  Building,  and  our  transportation.  If  you  look  at  our  San 
Francisco  grid,  you'll  see  that  it  all  lends  itself  towards  this  direction.  The 
main  thing  is  that  we  have  to  learn  to  connect  the  dots,  and  we  have  to 
learn  to  be  true  to  history  so  that  future  generations  know  what 
happened  here.  At  one  time  they  were  the  shipwrights.  They  built  the 
ships.  A  lot  of  them  were  black.  They  came  from  Haiti.  They  built  some 
of  the  best  ships.  These  were  the  guys,  even  though  they  were  people  of 
color,  they  were  embraced  by  kings  and  queens  because  at  that  time, 
anybody  who  could  build  a  good  ship,  they  could  generate  a  lot  of 
money.  Because  this  area  played  an  important  role  in  the  past  and  as 
Peter  mentioned,  we  were  not  ready  for  the  container  ship  industry;  we 
lost  it.  We  can  regain  it  in  other  ways  if  we  do  creative  financing  and  we 
think  outside  the  box. 

Paul  Nixon,  member  of  the  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  since  its 
inception  more  than  10  years  ago,  indicated  that  at  the  same  time  that  the 
Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  began,  the  people  on  that  committee, 
the  people  who  represented  the  human-powered  boats,  got  together  and 
came  up  with  the  idea  of  a  human-powered  boat  water  trail  in  San  Francisco. 
That  has  now  gone  through  the  legislature.  It  has  gone  through  processes 
that  take  years  and  years.  Last  month,  a  million  dollars  was  given  to  the 
ABAG  for  the  beginning  process  of  setting  up  the  water  trail.  This  million 
dollars  that  was  given  to  ABAG  for  what  they  call  in  the  plan  the  non- 
motorized  small  boats,  contains  a  lot  of  money  for  education.  Point  6  that  was 
mentioned  in  the  policy  had  to  do  with  ocean-going  vessels  and  recreational 
vessels.  As  far  as  human-powered  boats  are  concerned,  a  process  is  being 
set  up  with  ABAG  for  education  of  boaters,  kayakers,  whale  boaters  and 
outrigger  canoe  people  to  help  them  understand  better  the  needs  of  other 
vessels  in  the  area.  We've  worked  in  the  past  with  the  Harbor  Safety 
Committee  on  these  same  issues.  We  thoroughly  endorse  the  ideas 
presented  in  this  because  we  do  need  some  education.  The  ocean-going 
vessels,  the  maritime  industry  needs  some  education  in  how  these  two  things 
work.  For  example,  what  do  you  know  about  swimming  from  Candlestick  Park 
to  Aquatic  Park?  When  would  that  be  done,  and  would  that  be  an  interference 
with  any  shipping?  He  piloted  one  of  those  swims  from  Candlestick  Park  to 
Aquatic  Park.  They  happen  at  about  6:00  in  the  morning,  and  there  was  not 
one  boat  out  there.  It  was  a  Sunday  morning.  There  was  not  one  boat  out 
there.  The  swimmers  swam  right  under  the  Bay  Bridge  right  in  the  middle. 
There  are  a  lot  of  things  that  don't  conflict.  There's  a  lot  of  communication  that 
should  happen  between  these  groups.  He  thoroughly  endorses  the  policy.  He 
totally  agrees  with  Point  4  and  6  of  the  policy.  He  hopes  the  Commission 
goes  along  with  this  policy. 

Commissioner  Crowley  indicated  that  the  executive  director  and  Peter 
Dailey  did  an  absolutely  wonderful  job.  They  took  the  skeletal  framework 
as  outlined  in  January  and  with  other  Port  staff,  nailed  it  right  on  the 
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head  of  what  kind  of  concept  that  at  least  from  his  vision  of  being  a  long- 
time San  Franciscan  born  and  raised,  how  proud  he  is  of  this  moment 
and  seeing  this  policy  in  writing.  Port  staff  nailed  it.  Commissioner 
Crowley  thanked  the  executive  director  and  her  staff. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  indicated  that  for  whatever  reason,  she  was  sort 
of  fascinated  with  water  taxi.  Port  staff  has  started  to  make  a  little  bit  of  a 
dent  in  that,  and  it's  her  understanding  that  it's  sort  of  a  requirement  of 
any  future  development  that  they  incorporate  a  water  taxi  landing.  She's 
not  quite  sure  how  encouraging  that  kind  of  transportation  and  use  but 
it's  not  included  in  any  one  of  the  points  enumerated  in  the  policy.  She 
thinks  this  is  something  we  want  to  continue  to  do,  and  it's  a  little 
different  from  deep  water  and  some  of  the  other  interpretations  of 
maritime. 

Peter  Dailey  replied  that's  a  good  point.  The  Port  has  entered  into  an 
agreement  for  a  water  taxi  service  that  hopefully  will  commence  early 
this  summer  or  late  this  spring.  The  goal  of  the  policy,  and  maybe  it 
needs  to  be  tweaked  in  this  regard,  is  to  encourage  development  and 
investment  in  maritime  activities.  We  don't  want  to  preclude  water  taxis 
or  any  other  type  of  commercial  use.  We  will  weigh  development 
opportunities  going  fon^/ard  more  heavily  if  they  do  promote  maritime 
use  as  an  investment.  Water  taxi  can  be  articulated  a  little  bit  better  in 
the  policy. 

Commissioner  Katz  commented  that  the  whole  plan  sounds  wonderful. 
She's  very  impressed  and  kudos  to  her  colleague  for  his  foresight  and 
requesting  such  a  measure.  With  regard  to  the  second  item  in  the  policy 
about  the  prohibition  on  vessels  or  that  vessels  leave  the  berth  no  less 
than  once  a  week,  she  asked  if  there  will  be  something  in  the  policy  for 
exigent  circumstances  or  as  was  noted. 

Peter  Dailey  replied  that  the  intent  was  we  have  a  very  limited  number  of 
what  we  call  naturally  deepwater  berths  that  don't  require  dredging.  We 
can  literally  count  them  on  one  hand.  The  concern  was  that  by  putting 
the  static  vessels  there,  that  they  would  take  those  out  of  the  inventory, 
and  they're  gone  forever.  Obviously,  there  would  be  some  flexibility  built 
under  this  that  there  will  be  no  less  than  once-per-week  issue.  The  idea 
was  not  to  take  up  a  deepwater  berth  forever  for  an  office  ferryboat,  etc. 

Commissioner  Brandon  commended  Commissioner  Crowley  for 
requesting  this  policy.  It's  long  overdue.  She  looks  forward  to  the  next 
revision. 


11.  NEW  BUSINESS 

12.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 
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Francisco  Da  Costa  indicated  that  he  will  be  coming  to  the  Port  Commission 
meetings  perhaps  every  four  months  to  see  that  things  are  more  or  less  flowing. 
One  of  the  reasons  he  does  this  is  because  he  has  a  blog.  He  takes  pictures;  he 
writes.  It's  always  good  to  come  personally  so  that  the  people  know  that  the 
person  who  was  present  is  not  just  writing  remote  control,  even  though  he  can  to 
it  by  watching  the  DVD. 

13.    ADJOURNMENT 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval  to  adjourn  the  meeting; 
Commissioner  Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were 
in  favor. 

Commission  President  Brandon  adjourned  the  meeting  at  4:57  p.m. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  PORT  COMMISSION 

Kimberly  Brandon,  President 

Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 

Francis  X.  Crowley,  Commissioner 

Leslie  Katz,  Commissioner 

Monique  Moyer,  Executive  Director  Amy  Quesada,  Commission  Secretary 

Phone:  415-274-0400;  Fax:  415-274-0412    Phone:  415-274-0406;  Fax:  415-274-0412 

AGENDA 

TUESDAY,  APRIL  26,  201 1 

2:00  P.M.  CLOSED  SESSION 

3:15  P.M.  OPEN  SESSION 

PORT  COMMISSION  HEARING  ROOM,  SECOND  FLOOR 

FERRY  BUILDING,  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94111 

PLEASE  NOTE  THE  TIME  OF  THE  MEETING 


The  Port  Commission  Agenda  as  well  as  Staff  Reports/Explanatory  Documents  available 
to  the  public  and  provided  to  the  Commission  are  posted  on  the  Port's  Website  at 
www.sfport.com.  The  agenda  packet  is  also  available  at  the  Pier  1  Reception  Desk. 

If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Port 
Commission  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Port  Commission  Secretary's  office  located  at  Pier  1  during 
normal  office  hours. 


04-21-1 1P04:05    RCVD 

1.  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES    -     April  1 2,  201 1  GOVERNMENT 

DOCUMENTS  DEFT 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

APR  2  1  2011 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

A.     Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session.  ^^^  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

An  Executive  Session  has  been  calendared  to  discuss  the  following  matters: 

(1)     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  AND  REAL  PROPERTY 
NEGOTIATOR.  -This  is  specifically  authorized  under  California 
Government  Code  Section  54956.8.  This  session  is  closed  to  any 
non-City/Port  representative.* 

a.    Property:  Piers  19,  23,  26,  27,  28,  29,  29y2,  30-32,  80,  Piers  14- 
2272,  32-36  and  54  water  areas  and  Seawall  Lot  330 
Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Jonathan  Stern,  Assistant  Deputy 
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Director,  Planning  and  Development,  and  Brad  Benson,  Special 
Projects  Manager 

*Neqotiatina  Parties:  America's  Cup  Event  Authority.  LLC: 
Stephen  Barclay,  Craig  Thompson  and  Patrick  Jost 

Under  Negotiations: Price ^Terms  of  Payment     X    Both 

An  executive  session  has  been  calendared  to  give  direction  to 
staff  regarding  real  estate  negotiations  for  Port  property  located 
at  Piers  19,  23,  26,  27,  28,  29,  29y2,  30-32,  80,  Piers  14-22y2, 
32-36  and  54  water  areas  and  Seawall  Lot  330. 

b.   Property:  Currently  undesignated  parcel(s)  on  Treasure  Island/Yerba 
Buena  Island  subject  to  the  public  trust 

Persons  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning 
and  Development 

*Negotiating  Parties:  Rich  Hillis,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce 
Development,  on  behalf  of  the  Treasure  Island  Development 
Authority  (TIDA) 

Under  Negotiations: Price Terms  of  Payment      X      Both 

The  non-Port  party  identified  above  may  seek  to  transfer  one  or  more 
parcels  on  Treasure  Island/Yerba  Buena  Island  that  are  subject  to 
the  public  trust  to  the  Port  following  the  transfer  of  former  Naval 
Station  Treasure  Island  from  the  United  States  Navy  to  TIDA.  In  this 
executive  session,  the  Port  intends  to  seek  direction  from  the 
Commission  on  matters  that  may  affect  the  conditions  on  which  the 
Port  would  agree  to  such  a  transfer. 

5.  RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

A.  Possible  report  on  actions  taken  in  closed  session  pursuant  to 
Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code  Section  67.12. 

B.  Vote  in  open  session  on  whether  to  disclose  any  or  all  executive  session 
discussions  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  54957.1  and  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code  Section  67.12. 

6.  ANNOUNCEMENTS 

A.     Announcement  of  Prohibition  of  Sound  Producing  Devices  During  the 
Meeting 

Please  be  advised  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting. 
Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting 
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room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

B.     Announcement  of  Time  Allotment  For  Public  Comments 

Please  be  advised  that  a  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  on  each  agenda  item  unless  the  Port 
Commission  adopts  a  shorter  period  on  any  item. 

7.     CONSENT 

A.  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  Contract  No.  2745, 
the  Hyde  Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building  Project. 
(Resolution  No.  11-24) 

B.  Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2746,  Five 
Year  Maintenance  Dredging  Project,  to  Dutra  Dredging  Company,  in  the 
initial  amount  of  $4,000,000,  and  to  increase  the  contract  amount  by 
10%  or  $400,000,  in  the  event  of  unanticipated  contingencies;  and 
subject  to  available  funding,  and  authorization  to  increase  the  contract 
amount  to  a  sum  not  to  exceed  $1 5,901 ,050,  inclusive  of  a  1 0% 
contingency.  (Resolution  No.  11-25) 

C.  Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2732R, 
Mission  Bay  Shoreline  Protection  for  Bayfront  Park  Project  to  Ferma 
Corporation,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1 ,579,450,  and  authorization 
for  a  10%  contingency  of  $157,945.  (Resolution  No.  1 1-26) 

8.  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

A.  Informational  presentation  of  the  Draft  Street  Pole  Banner  Criteria,  which 
would  govern  the  design,  placement,  and  fees  for  the  placement  of  street  pole 
banners  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco. 

B.  Informational  presentation  on  the  determination  of  Fiscal  Feasibility  for  the 
James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  at  Pier  27  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza 
Project. 

9.  NEW  BUSINESS 

10.  PUBLIC  COIVIMENT 

Public  comment  is  permitted  on  any  matter  within  Port  jurisdiction  and  is  not  limited 
to  agenda  items.  Public  comment  on  non-agenda  items  may  be  raised  during  New 
Business/Public  Comment.  A  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  before  action  is  taken  on  any  agenda  item  and 
during  the  new  business/public  comment  period.  It  is  strongly  recommended  that 
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public  comments  be  submitted  in  writing  so  they  can  be  distributed  to  the 
Commissioners  for  their  review.  Please  fill  out  a  speaker  card  and  hand  it  to  the 
Commission  Secretary.  If  you  have  any  question  regarding  the  agenda,  please 
contact  the  Commission  Secretary  at  274-0406. 

11.    ADJOURNMENT 
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FORWARD  CALENDAR  (Targeted  Commission  Meeting,  Subject  to  Change) 

•  Informational  update  on  the  Downtown  San  Francisco  Ferry  Terminal  Expansion 
Project  (May  10,  2011) 

•  Informational  presentation  on  the  Seawall  Lot  337  development  project  (May  1 0, 
2011) 

•  Request  authorization  to  award,  subject  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approval,  a  five- 
year  lease  for  surface  parking  and  special  events  between  the  Port  of  San  Francisco 
and  China  Basin  Ballpark  Company,  LLC,  Lease  No.  L-14980  for  Seawall  Lot  337, 
Pier  48  and  portions  of  Terry  Francois  Boulevard  bounded  by  China  Basin  Channel, 
Third  Street,  Mission  Rock  Street,  and  San  Francisco  Bay  (May  10,  2011) 

•  Request  authorization  to  execute  contract  modification  with  Cochran,  Inc.  to  extend 
substantial  completion  date  by  an  additional  150  days,  to  March  30,  201 1 ,  for 
installation  of  a  shoreside  power  system  for  cruise  ships  at  Pier  27,  Contract  No. 
2722  (May  10,  2011) 

•  Request  authorization  for  the  Executive  Director  to  execute  an  Interagency 
Cooperation  Agreement  (Treasure  Island/Yerba  Buena  Island)  between  the  City  & 
County  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority  regarding 
the  development  of  the  former  Naval  Station  Treasure  Island,  located  on  Verba 
Buena  and  Treasure  Islands  (May  1 0,  201 1 ) 

•  Request  approval  to  accept  and  expend  2007,  2008  and  2009  Supplemental  Federal 
Port  Security  Grant  Program  Funds  (May  10,  201 1) 

•  Request  approval  to  designate  an  Authorized  Agent  to  apply  for  and  accept  funds 
from  the  Robert  T.  Stafford  Disaster  Relief  and  Emergency  Assistance  Act  of  1 988 
and  under  the  California  Disaster  Assistance  Act  (May  10,  201 1) 

•  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  construction  of 
Heron's  Head  Park  Improvement  Project,  Construction  Contract  No.  2749  (May  10, 
2011) 

•  Informational  Presentation  on  the  Draft  People  Plan  for  the  proposed  34^^  America's 
Cup  Event  (May  24,  2011) 

•  Informational  hearing  on  City  implementation  of  the  Local  Hire  Program  (May  24, 
2011) 

•  Request  approval  of  proposed  application  to  amend  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission's  Special  Area  Plan  for  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront  for  the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  at  Pier  27  and  the 
34^^  America's  Cup  (May  24,  201 1) 

•  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Pier  70,  Building  1 1 3 
Stabilization,  Contract  No.  2723  (May  24,  201 1) 

•  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Pier  35  North  Apron 
Improvements  Project,  Contract  No.  2752  (May  24,  201 1) 

•  Informational  presentation  on  the  Proposed  Fiscal  Year  201 1  -1 2  Monthly  Rental 
Rate  Schedule,  Monthly  Parking  Stall  Rates,  and  Special  Event  and  Filming  Rates 
(May  24,  2011) 

•  Request  authorization  to  award  Architectural  and  Engineering  Consulting  Services 
Contract  for  the  Pier  70  Crane  Cove  Park  Planning  and  Design,  funded  through  the 
2008  Proposition  A,  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks  General  Obligation  Bond. 
(May  24,  2011) 
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Accept  the  Port's  Quarterly  Contracting  Activity  Report  for  Fiscal  Year  201 0/201 1 

3rcl  Quarter  (June  14,  2011) 

Request  approval  of  professional  services  contract  with  Media  Relations  in 

preparation  for  the  Port  of  San  Francisco's  1 50th  Anniversary  in  2013  and  in 

anticipation  of  the  34'^  America's  Cup  being  held  on  San  Francisco's  waterfront  in 

2013  for  Media  Relations  Services  (June  14,  2011) 

Request  approval  of  Lease  L-14495  with  Hornblower  Yachts,  Inc.,  a  California 

Corporation,  for  a  Term  of  Five  Years  with  One  Five-Year  Renewal  Option,  for 

premises  located  at  Pier  9  consisting  of  approximately  1 ,198  square  feet  of 

unimproved  pier  shed,  7,243  square  feet  of  apron  space  and  24,470  square  feet  of 

submerged  land  (June  14,  2011) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2744,  Roundhouse  2 

HVAC  Central  Plant  Upgrade  (June  1 4,  201 1 ) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  a  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  Soliciting 

Consulting  Services  for  the  development  of  a  Building  Occupancy  Resumption 

Program  for  several  Port  facilities  funded  through  Security  Grants  (June  14,  201 1) 

Request  approval  of  contract  award  of  the  Construction  Manager/General  Contractor 

for  the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  at  Pier  27  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza 

Project  (June  14,  2011) 

Request  approval  of  Second  Amended  MOU  for  Construction  Drawings  with  San 

Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  to  extend  scope  of  work  from  Design 

Development  to  Construction  Drawings  for  the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  at 

Pier  27  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  (July  12,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2745,  Hyde  Street  Harbor 

Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building  Project  (July  12,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Amador  Street  Force 

Main  Replacement  Project,  Contract  No.  2748  (July  12,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Pier  50  Maintenance 

Storage  Shed,  Contract  No.  2750  (July  12,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Brannan  Street  Wharf 

Project,  Contract  No.  2726  (July  12,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal 

Construction  Contract  Bid  Package  A  -  Site,  Steel,  Enclosure,  Elevators  (August  9, 

2011) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2749,  Heron's  Head  Park 

Improvement  Project  (August  9,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2723,  Pier  70  Building 

113  Stabilization  (August  9,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2752,  Pier  35  North 

Apron  Improvements  Project  (August  9,  2011) 

Request  adoption  of  the  first  amendment  to  the  2010  Port  Building  Code  (September 

13,2011) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Engineering  Consulting  Services  contract  for  the 

development  of  a  Building  Occupancy  Resumption  Program  for  several  Port  facilities 

funded  through  Security  Grants  (September  13,  201 1) 
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Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  tlie  Pier  33  Bulkhead 

Building  Improvements,  Contract  No.  2743  (September  13,  2011) 

Request  authorization  to  award  the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  Construction 

Contract  Bid  Package  A  (September  27,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2748,  Amador  Street 

Force  Main  Replacement  Project  (October  1 1 ,  201 1 ) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2750,  Pier  50 

Maintenance  Storage  Shed  (October  1 1 ,  201 1 ) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2726,  Brannan  Street 

Wharf  Project  (October  25,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Marine  Structural 

Project  IV,  Contract  No.  2754  (November  8,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  Construction 

Contract  Bid  Package  B  -  MEP&  Finishes  (November  8,  201 1) 

Informational  presentation  on  the  CEQA  findings  and  determination  for  the  34*^ 

America's  Cup  (November  8,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  the  Tulare  Park 

Improvements  Project,  Contract  No.  2753  (December  13,  201 1) 

Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2743,  Pier  33  Bulkhead 

Building  Improvements  (December  13,  2011) 

Request  authorization  to  award  the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  Construction 

Contract  Bid  Package  B  (January  10,  2012) 

Request  for  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  for  Contract  No.  2744, 

Roundhouse  2  Heating,  Ventilation  and  Air  Conditioning  (HVAC)  Systems  Retrofit 

Project  (Date  to  be  determined) 

Request  approval  of  the  Port's  Interim  Leasing  Policy  for  Historic  Structures  (Date  to 

be  determined) 

Request  approval  of  a  ten-year  lease  (L-14956)  with  Paul  Johnson,  an 

individual,  dba  Monterey  Fish,  of  approximately  10,210  square  feet  of  shed 

space  for  fish  processing  and  wholesale  at  Pier  33  (Date  to  be  determined) 


COMMUNICATIONS  TO  THE  PORT  COMMISSION  FROM  APRIL  8.  2011  TO  APRIL 
21,2011 

•     From  Port  staff,  advisory  regarding  Western  Gull  mortality  on  Port's  Southern 
Waterfront 
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DATE 

TIME 

GROUP 

May  10 

2:00  p.m. 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 

3:15  p.m. 

Open  Session 

May  24 

2:00  p.m. 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 

3:15  p.m. 

Open  Session 

June  14 

2:00  p.m. 

Closed  Session/Port  Commission 

3:15  p.m. 

Open  Session 

NOTES: 

MAY/JUNE  2011 
CALENDAR  OF  UPCOMING  PORT  MEETINGS  -  OPEN  TO  THE  PUBLIC 

LOCATION 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 
Port  Commission  Room 
@  Ferry  Building 

The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  meets  regularly  on  the  second  and  fourth  Tuesday  of  the  month  at 
3:15  p.m.,  unless  otherwise  noticed.  The  Commission  Agenda  and  staff  reports  are  posted  on  the  Port's 
Website  @  www.sfport.com.  Contact  Amy  Quesada  at  274-0406.  The  Port  Commission  meetings  can  be 
viewed  online  at  http://sanfrancisco.qranicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=92.  The  Port  Commission 
meetings  are  also  broadcasted  on  the  2nd  &  4th  Thursday  of  the  month  at  9  p.m.  on  Comcast  Cable 
Channel  26  or  Astound  Cable  Channel  78  (formerly  RON  Cable). 

The  Fisherman's  Wharf  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (FWWAG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis,  on 
the  third  Tuesday  of  the  month.  The  regular  meeting  time  and  place  is  9:00  a.m.  at  Scoma's  Restaurant, 
Pier  47  at  Fisherman's  Wharf.  Contact  Michael  Nerney  @  274-0416  or  michael.nerney@sfport.com 

Starting  January  21 ,  2010,  the  Maritime  Commerce  Advisory  Committee  (MCAC)  will  meet  every  other 
month,  on  the  third  Thursday  of  the  month,  from  1 1 :30  a.m.  to  1 :00  p.m.  @  Pier  1 .  Contact  Jim  Maloney 
@  274-0519  orjim.maloney@sfport.com 

The  Mission  Bay  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  on  the  2nd  Thursday  of  the  month  at  5:00  p.m.  at 
1700  Owens  Street,  2nd  Floor.  Parking  validation  is  available.  Contact  Catherine  Reilly,  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  at  catherine.reilly@sfgov.org. 

The  Northeast  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (NEW AG)  meets  regularly  on  a  bi-monthly  basis  on  the  first 
Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5:00  p.m.  to  7:00  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  @  Pier  1 .  Contact 
Jonathan  Stern  @  274-0545  orjonathan.stern@sfport.com 

The  Central  Waterfront  Advisory  Group  (CWAG)  meets  monthly  on  an  as-needed  basis,  generally  on  the 
third  Wednesday  of  the  month  from  5  to  7  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conference  Room  at  Pier  1 .  Contact  Mark 
Paez  @  705-8674  or  mark.paez@sfport.com 

The  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  meets  on  a  quarterly  basis  (the  FOURTH 
MONDAY  OF  JANUARY  AND  THIRD  MONDAYS  IN  APRIL,  JULY,  and  OCTOBER),  starting  at  5:00  p.m. 
at  the  South  Beach  Yacht  Club  (Pier  40  on  The  Embarcadero).  Contact  Catherine  Reilly,  Assistant 
Project  Manager,  Redevelopment  Agency,  @  749-2516  or  Catherine.Reillv/'REDEV/SFGOV@SFGQV 

The  Southern  Waterfront  Advisory  Committee  (SWAC)  meets  every  last  Wednesday  of  the  month  from 
6:15  to  8:15  p.m.  Location  to  be  determined.  Contact  David  Beaupre  @  274-0539  or 
david.beaupre@sfport.com 

The  Waterfront  Design  Advisory  Committee  (WDAC)  meets  jointly  with  the  Design  Review  Board  of  the 
Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  on  the  first  Monday  of  the  month  at  BCDC,  50 
California  Street,  Rm.  2600,  at  6:30  p.m.  The  Committee  meets  as  needed  on  the  fourth  Monday  of  the 
month  at  6:30  p.m.  in  the  Bayside  Conf.  Rm.  @  Pier  1 .  Contact  Dan  Hodapp  @  274-0625  or 
dan.hodapp@sfport.com 


A0426201 1 


-8- 


FERRY  BUILDING: 

The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  located  on  the  second  floor  of  the  Ferry 
Building.  The  main  public  entrance  is  from  the  west  (Embarcadero)  side  and  is  served 
by  a  bank  of  elevators  adjacent  to  the  historic  staircase.  Accessible  public  restrooms 
are  on  the  first  floor  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  building  as  well  as  on  the  second  floor 
across  the  lobby  from  the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room.  The  main  path  of  travel  to 
the  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  equipped  with  remote  infrared  signage  (Talking 
Signs).  The  Port  Commission  Hearing  Room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  Accessible 
seating  for  persons  with  disabilities  (including  those  using  wheelchairs)  is  available.  The 
closest  accessible  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  station  is  Embarcadero  located  at  Market  & 
Spear  Streets.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  the  Ferry  Building  area  are  the  F-Line,  9, 
31 ,  32  and  71 .  For  more  information  about  MUNI  accessible  services,  call  (415)  923- 
6142.  The  nearest  accessible  parking  is  provided  in  the  following  off-street  pay  lots: 

A)  3  spaces  in  the  surface  lot  on  the  west  side  of  the  Embarcadero  at  Washington  St. 

B)  Hourly  and  valet  parking  in  the  Pier  3  lot.  This  lot  is  accessed  through  the  Pier  3 
bulkhead  building  entrance  on  the  east  side  of  the  Embarcadero.  This  lot  is  located 
on  the  pier  deck;  adjacent  to  the  ferry  boat  Santa  Rosa. 

Additional  covered  accessible  off-street  pay  parking  is  available  in  the  Golden  Gateway 
Garage,  which  is  bounded  by  Washington,  Clay,  Drumm  and  Battery  Streets.  Entrance 
is  on  Clay  St.  between  Battery  and  Front  Streets.  There  is  no  high-top  van  parking. 
Metered  street  parking  is  available  on  the  Embarcadero,  Washington,  Folsom  &  Drumm 
Streets. 

PIER1: 


The  Port's  fully  accessible  offices  are  in  the  west  end  of  Pier  1 .  There  are  two  public 
entrances;  the  main  entrance  on  the  west  (Embarcadero),  and  the  Port  History  walk 
entrance  on  the  south  apron.  Each  of  these  entrances  is  provided  with  an  automatically 
operated  door.  Both  entrances  lead  to  the  Bayside  conference  rooms.  Accessible 
public  restrooms,  drinking  fountains,  payphone  and  TTY  are  on  the  first  floor  near  the 
main  entrance.  The  public  spaces  of  the  Port's  offices  are  equipped  with  remote  infrared 
signage  (Talking  Signs)  identifying  all  primary  entrances,  paths  of  travel,  meeting  rooms 
and  amenities.  Accessible  seating  areas  and  assistive  listening  devices  will  be  available 
in  the  Bayside  Conference  rooms. 

Accessible  meeting  information  policy: 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies, 
environmental  illness,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at 
public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical 
based  products.  Please  help  the  City  to  accommodate  these  individuals. 

A  sign  language  interpreter  and  alternative  format  copies  of  meeting  agendas  and  other 
materials  can  be  provided  upon  request  made  at  least  72  hours  in  advance  of  any 
scheduled  meeting.  Contact  Wendy  Proctor,  Port's  ADA  Coordinator,  at  274-0592,  the 
Port's  TTY  number  is  (415)  274-0587. 
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Know  Your  Rights  Under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance: 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the 
public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist 
to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are 
conducted  before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review. 
For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  (Sections  67.1  et 
seq.  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance, 
contact  Chris  Rustom  by  mail:  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B. 
Goodlett  Place,  Room  244,  San  Francisco  CA  94102-4689;  by  phone  at  (415)  554- 
7724;  by  fax  at  (415)  554-7854  or  by  email  at  sotf@sfqov.orq.  Citizens  interested  in 
obtaining  a  free  copy  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  request  a  copy  from  Mr.  Rustom 
or  by  printing  Sections  67.1  et  seq.  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  on  the 
Internet,  at  http://www.sfaov.ora/sunshine. 


NOTICES 

Prohibition  of  Ringing  of  Sound  Producing  Devices: 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic 
devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the 
removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a 
cell  phone,  pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Reguirements: 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or 
administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  (SF 
Campaign  &  Government  Conduct  Code  Sections  §2.100  -  2.160)  to  register  and  report 
lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact 
the  San  Francisco  Ethics  Commission  at  30  Van  Ness,  Suite  3900,  San  Francisco,  CA 
94102,  phone  (415)  581-2300  or  fax  (415)  581-2317;  web  site:  www.sfaov.ora/ethics. 
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PORTo^ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

April  21,  2011 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


FROM:  Monique  Moyer 

Executive  Direct 


J^tf^ 


SUBJECT:     Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  Contract  No. 
2745,  the  Hyde  Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building 
Project 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 

Overview 

Port  staff  requests  Port  Commission  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for 
Contract  No.  2745,  the  Hyde  Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building 
Project.  This  project  will  rehabilitate  an  existing  warehouse  building  located  at  the  north 
end  of  Hyde  Street  in  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  area  into  offices  for  the  San  Francisco 
Police  Department  Marine  Unit,  and  the  Port  Fisherman's  Wharf  Harbormaster  Offices. 
See  Attachments  1  and  2. 

Background 

The  existing  metal  sided  warehouse  building  is  circa  1962,  and  is  located  on  the  land 
side  of  the  seawall  adjacent  to  the  Hyde  Street  Harbor.  The  building  is  known  as  the 
Blue  Shed  Building,  and  was  originally  used  as  a  machine  shop  and  later  converted  to  a 
fish  processing  facility.  As  part  of  the  Hyde  Street  Harbor  Improvements  Project  in 
2001 ,  the  building  was  modified  to  provide  amenities  for  local  and  visiting  commercial 
fishermen  and  boaters  which  included  public  restrooms  with  showers,  storage  areas  for 
oil,  waste  oil  disposal,  oil  clean  up  equipment,  and  bilge  pumps.  In  addition  to  these 
public  amenities,  the  building  is  also  used  for  storage  by  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department  Marine  Unit  (SFPDMU),  and  ad-hoc  office  space  for  the  Fisherman's  Wharf 
Harbormaster. 
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The  SFPDMU  also  has  a  temporary  office  trailer  in  the  adjacent  parking  lot  to  meet  their 
office  space  needs  with  the  patrol  boats  located  at  the  adjacent  Hyde  Street  Harbor. 
The  Fisherman's  Wharf  Harbormaster  office  is  currently  located  on  the  second  floor  in  a 
building  on  Fish  Alley  which  is  not  compliant  with  the  accessibility  requirements. 

The  Blue  Shed  Building  is  currently  in  poor  condition  and  does  not  meet  the  needs  of  all 
the  users.  The  goal  of  this  building  rehabilitation  project  will  be  to  accommodate  the 
SFPDMU  offices  and  storage,  the  Harbormaster  offices,  and  the  current  above  listed 
amenities  and  equipment  for  the  Hyde  Street  Harbor  and  Fuel  Dock  in  a  building  that 
will  meet  current  energy,  structural  and  fire  safety,  accessibility  and  security 
requirements. 

Project  Description 

Port  staff  has  prepared  all  architectural  and  structural  construction  documents  required 
for  this  project.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  Bureau  of  Engineering 
prepared  the  mechanical,  electrical  and  plumbing  construction  documents.  The  Hyde 
Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building  Project  scope  includes  removal  of 
items  that  will  not  be  re-used  including  existing  metal  wall  and  roof  envelope  materials, 
interior  walls,  electrical  and  plumbing  fixtures  and  the  concrete  topping  slab.  Hazardous 
material  abatement  will  be  performed  prior  to  construction  by  DPW  staff.  The  structural 
steel  and  selective  equipment,  panels  and  pumps  will  be  re-furbished  and  re-used  in 
place.  The  rehabilitation  will  provide  a  new  building  envelope  constructed  of  materials 
that  will  be  compatible  with  the  architectural  character  of  the  surrounding  Fish  Alley  and 
Hyde  Street  Pier  area  and  new  energy  compliant  mechanical,  electrical  and  plumbing 
equipment  and  fixtures.  The  building's  new  facade  will  express  strength  and 
permanency  representative  of  the  building's  use.  The  project  scope  will  also  include 
minor  site  work  to  improve  the  open  spaces  and  function  of  the  building. 

The  interior  improvements  will  include  new  public  restrooms  with  showers  and  drinking 
fountain.  Harbormaster  offices,  SFPDMU  offices  and  equipment  storage,  a  shared 
break  room  and  two  meeting  rooms,  one  for  each  user.  The  waste  oil  equipment  will  be 
protected  in  its  current  location  for  re-use,  and  the  oil  clean-up  material  storage  will  be 
placed  in  a  new  location. 

The  building  will  not  be  occupied  during  the  construction.  A  temporary  plywood 
construction  barrier  will  be  provided  around  the  building  construction  area.  The  Port  will 
secure  a  project  liaison  to  communicate  with  neighboring  tenants  regarding  the 
monitoring  of  construction  noise  and  dust.  The  existing  access  path  to  the  adjacent  Fuel 
Dock  and  the  Hyde  Street  Harbor  will  be  maintained  during  construction.  The  SFPDMU 
will  continue  operations  at  the  harbor  during  construction  and  are  currently  being 
relocated  to  nearby  office  space  by  Port  Real  Estate  staff. 
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Bids  will  be  advertised  to  reach  contractors  through  the  following  methods: 

•  Human  Rights  Commission  list  of  contractors 

•  Human  Resources  Outreach  list  of  contractors 

•  Port  website 

•  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  purchasing  website 

•  Plan  Rooms  (Builders  Exchange,  Contractors  Information  Network,  etc.)  18  total 

•  Local  newspapers  (SF  Examiner  and  Small  Business  Exchange) 

In  the  solicitation  of  bids  for  this  project,  Port  staff  will  follow  the  San  Francisco  Human 
Rights  Commission  (HRC)  bidding  procedures  and  requirements.  The  Human  Rights 
Commission  has  reviewed  the  project  scope  and  recommended  a  25%  subcontracting 
goal  for  Local  Business  Enterprises  (LBE)  in  the  solicitation  of  bids. 

Regulatory  Approvals 

The  project  is  currently  under  review  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  for 
compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  The  San  Francisco 
Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC)  is  also  reviewing  for 
compliance  with  BCDC  requirements.  The  project  requirements  are  agreed  upon  with 
these  two  regulators,  and  approvals  are  pending  the  issuance  of  the  environmental 
determination  and  the  amended  BCDC  permit.  The  project  construction  contract  will  not 
be  awarded  prior  to  the  receipt  of  the  CEQA  determination  and  BCDC  permits. 
Because  the  project  proposes  no  construction  within  the  Bay,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers'  review  is  not  required.  Further,  the  rehabilitation  work  will  disturb  less  than 
50  cubic  yards  of  soil,  and  therefore  oversight  by  the  Health  Code  22A  (aka  Maher)  is 
not  required. 

Funding 

The  total  estimated  construction  cost  for  this  project  is  $1 ,975,000  which  includes  a 
1 0%  contingency. 


Title 

Amount 

Engineer's  Estimate 

$1,750,000 

1 0%  Project  Contingency 

$175,000 

$1,975,000 

The  estimated  project  cost,  and  the  10%  contingency  are  fully  funded  by  multiple  State 
Grants,  obtained  by  Port  Homeland  Security,  designated  for  security  construction  and 
improvements.  The  funding  sources  are  as  follows: 

•  CPO  1 58,  designated  for  security  fencing 

•  CPO  1 59,  designated  for  security  lighting 


•  CPO  1 66,  a  state  grant  fund  designated  for  rehabilitation  for  the  Hyde  Street 
Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building  to  house  the  SFPDMU  and 
Harbormaster  Offices 

•  CPO  783,  a  Port  of  San  Francisco  Capital  Fund  also  designated  for  the  Hyde 
Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building  to  house  the  SFPDMU  and 
Harbormaster  Offices 

The  allocation  from  each  fund  will  be  determined  once  the  project  bid  is  complete. 

Schedule 

The  project  is  scheduled  to  start  construction  in  Fall  of  201 1 ,  and  the  anticipated 
completion  date  is  Spring  of  201 2. 

The  following  is  the  anticipated  project  schedule: 

Commission  Approval  to  Advertise  April  26,  201 1 

Advertise  for  Bids  May,  201 1 

Bids  Due  June,  2011 

Award  of  Contract  July,  201 1 

Notice  to  Proceed  August,  201 1 

Final  Completion  April,  2012 

Summary 

Port  staff  is  prepared  to  seek  competitive  bids  for  this  project.  Therefore,  Port  staff 
requests  Port  Commission  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  Contract 
No.  2745,  the  Hyde  Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building  Project. 

Prepared  by:  Wendy  Proctor 

Project  Architect 

For:  Edward  F.  Byrne 

Chief  Harbor  Engineer 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-24 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  seek  authorization  to  obtain  competitive  bids  for  construction 

Contract  No.  2745,  tine  Hyde  Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security 
Building  Project  (tine  "Project");  and 

WHEREAS,  tine  construction  Project  will  rehabilitate  the  existing  warehouse  building  to 
provide  office  facilities  for  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  Marine 
Unit,  and  Port  of  San  Francisco  Fisherman's  Wharf  Harbormaster  Offices, 
and  will  continue  to  provide  the  amenities  which  serve  the  local  and 
visiting  boaters.  Fuel  Dock,  and  the  Hyde  Street  Harbor;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  and  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  Bureau  of  Engineering 
staff  have  completed  construction  drawings  and  specifications  for  the 
Project;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  current  estimated  project  cost  is  $1 ,750,000,  and  the  10%  contingency 
is  $1 75,000  for  a  total  of  $1 ,975,000;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  current  estimated  Project  cost,  including  the  10%  contingency  is  fully 
funded  by  proceeds  from  State  Grants  CPO  158,  159,  166  and  783 
designated  for  the  building  and  security  improvements;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Project  is  currently  under  review  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning 

Department,  for  compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  (BCDC);  and  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  review  and 
oversight  by  the  Health  Code  22A  (aka  Maher)  is  not  required;  and  Port 
staff  anticipates  that  all  required  approvals  and  permit  will  be  secured  by 
May  1 ,  201 1 ;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  will  incorporate  the  subcontracting  goal  for  Local  Business 

Enterprises  (LBEs)  as  recommended  by  the  Human  Rights  Commission 
(HRC),  in  the  solicitation  of  bids  for  this  Project;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to 
advertise  for  and  accept  competitive  bids  for  Contract  No.  2745,  the  Hyde 
Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building  Project. 

/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco 
Port  Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  26,  2011. 
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Project  Location  Map 

Contract  2745 

Hyde  Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building  Project 


Perspective  View  of  Proposed  Rehabilitation  to  Hyde  Street  Harbor,  Joint 
Operations  and  Security  Building 


Existing  "Blue  Shed"  Warehouse  Building 
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Proposed  Rehabilitation  and  Existing  Views 
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Hyde  Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Building  Project 
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PORTo_L_ 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

MEMORANDUM 

April  21,  2011 


TO: 


MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


FROM:  Monique  Moyer 

Executive  Director 

SUBJECT:     Request  for  authorization  to  Award  Construction  Contract  No.  2746,  Five 
Year  Maintenance  Dredging  Project,  to  Dutra  Dredging  Company,  in  the 
initial  amount  of  $4,000,000,  and  to  increase  the  contract  amount  by  10%  or 
$400,000,  in  the  event  of  unanticipated  contingencies;  and  subject  to 
available  funding,  and  authorization  to  increase  the  contract  amount  to  a  sum 
not  to  exceed  $1 5,901 ,050,  inclusive  of  a  1 0%  contingency 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 

Introduction 

Port  staff  requests  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  award  of  Construction  Contract 
No.  2746,  Five  Year  Maintenance  Dredging  Project  (the  "Project"),  to  Dutra  Dredging 
Company,  the  sole  responsive  and  responsible  bidder.  The  Project  provides  for  dredging 
at  sites  along  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  from  calendar  Year  201 1  through  calendar 
Year  2015.  The  dredging  is  necessary  to  maintain  the  depths  required  by  vessels  that 
support  the  Port's  maritime  business. 

Background 

The  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  September  28,  2010,  authorized  staff  to  advertise 
for  bids  for  this  Project  (Port  Commission  Resolution  10-67).  The  Human  Rights 
Commission  ("HRC")  staff  recommended  a  Local  Business  Enterprise  ("LBE") 
subcontracting  goal  of  3%  for  this  contract. 
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The  solicitation  of  bids  was  advertised  to  reach  the  contractor  market  through  the  following 
channels: 

Human  Rights  Commission  list  of  contractors 

Human  Resources  Outreach  list  of  contractors 

Port  Engineering  division's  list  of  contractors 

Port  Website 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Office  of  Contract  Administration's  Website 

Plan  Rooms  (Builders  Exchange,  Contractors  Information  Network,  etc.)  18  total 

Newspapers  (SF  Examiner  and  Small  Business  Exchange) 

The  engineer's  estimate  is  $14,000,000  for  the  Project.  On  March  28,  201 1 ,  Port  staff 
received  only  one  bid  for  this  Project,  from  Dutra  Dredging  Company.  A  summary  of  the 
bid  is  attached.  Dutra  Dredging  Company's  bid  is  $14,455,500,  3.25%  higher  than  the 
engineer's  estimate. 

Dutra  Dredging  Company's  bid  includes  LBE  subcontractor  participation  of  4.2%,  which 
exceeds  the  HRC  LBE  goal.  Port  Engineering  staff  and  the  Human  Rights  Commission 
("HRC")  staff  reviewed  the  bid  and  determined  that  Dutra  Dredging  Company  is  the  sole 
responsive  responsible  bidder. 

The  Project  is  a  five  year  contract,  and  consists  of  approximately  ten  dredge  events.  Each 
dredge  event  includes  a  separate  mobilization,  and  may  require  dredging  and  disposal  of 
material  from  one  or  more  dredge  sites.  At  the  time  of  bid  solicitation,  staff  recognized  that 
available  dredging  funds  were  not  sufficient  to  award  the  contract  for  the  entire  quantity  of 
work  over  the  five  year  period.  Staff  therefore  intends  to  award  the  contract  for  the  initial 
amount  of  $4,000,000.  The  first  dredging  event  will  be  at  Pier  35  and  Pier  27  in  summer 
201 1 .  A  tentative  dredging  schedule  from  year  201 1  to  2015  is  attached. 

If  awarded  as  proposed,  the  contract  will  be  modified  in  the  future,  after  the  Port 
Commission  approves  the  Port's  capital  plan  in  each  fiscal  year  2012  through  2015,  and 
thereby  making  available  additional  funding  to  accomplish  the  required  dredging.  Future 
contract  modifications  will  be  based  upon  the  unit  prices  contained  in  the  contractor's  bid, 
to  increase  the  amount  to  a  sum  not  to  exceed  $15,901 ,050.  (Dutra  Dredging  Company's 
bid  of  $14,455,500  and  10%  (or  $1 ,445,550)  for  unforeseen  contingencies). 

Funding 

The  initial  contract  amount  will  be  based  upon,  and  funded  from,  the  Port  capital  fund  for 
dredging,  as  follows: 

CPO  625,  Cargo  Maintenance  Dredging  $4,178,000 

Rolled  over  to  CPO  625  from  the  previous  dredging  Contract  2706       $    403.000 
Total  Available  Funds  $4,581 ,000 

The  balance  of  unobligated  funds  in  CP0625  will  be  reserved  for  future  dredging  and/or 
used  as  necessary  for  dredging  construction  oversight,  hydrographic  surveys,  or  similar 
third-party  services  required  in  direct  support  of  the  dredging  program. 


REGULATORY  PERMITS 

Dredging  in  San  Francisco  Bay  requires  pernnits  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  (BCDC),  and  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  as  well  as  input  from  additional  State 
and  Federal  agencies.  Permitting  by  the  various  agencies  is  coordinated  under  the 
Dredged  Materials  Management  Office  (DMMO).  All  required  regulatory  permits  have 
been  secured. 

Schedule 

The  estimated  Project  schedule  is  summarized  below: 


Milestone  Activity 

Date 

Commission  Award 

April  26,2011 

Estimated  Notice  to  Proceed  (NTP) 

June, 2011 

Estimated  Substantial  Completion 

December,  2015 

Estimated  Final  Completion 

March,  2016 

Summary 

Port  Staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  award  of  this  contract  to 
Dutra  Dredging  Company,  the  sole  responsive  responsible  bidder,  for  an  initial  amount  of 
$4,000,000,  and  to  increase  the  contract  amount  by  10%  or  $400,000,  in  the  event  of 
unanticipated  contingencies.  Staff  also  seeks  authorization  to  modify  the  contract,  as 
additional  funding  becomes  available.  Such  contract  modifications  shall  be  based  upon  the 
unit  prices  contained  in  the  contractor's  bid,  thereby  permitting  a  modified  contract  price  to 
a  sum  not  to  exceed  $15,901 ,050,  inclusive  of  a  10%  contingency. 

Staff  also  recommends  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  Executive  Director  to  accept 
the  work  once  it  is  complete. 


Prepared  by:  Ken  Chu,  Project  Engineer 

Jay  A.  Ach,  Dredging  Program  Manager 


For: 


Edward  F.  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCSISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-25 


WHEREAS,  the  Port  Commission  previously  authorized  the  advertisement  of  the 

construction  contract  No.  2746,  Five  Year  Maintenance  Dredging  Project  (the 
"Project"),  at  its  meeting  on  September  28,  2010;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  received  one  bid  for  the  Project  from  Dutra  Dredging  Company  on 
March  28,  2011;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  Engineering  staff  and  the  Human  Rights  Commission  ("HRC")  staff 

reviewed  the  bid  and  determined  that  Dutra  Dredging  Company  is  the  sole 
responsive,  responsible  bidder  for  the  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,   Dutra  Dredging  Company's  total  bid  price  is  $14,455,500;  and 

WHEREAS,   Dutra  Dredging  Company's  Bid  includes  Local  Business  Enterprise  ("LBE") 
subcontractor  participation  of  4.2%,  which  satisfies  the  3%  subcontracting 
goal  for  LBEs,  as  recommended  by  the  HRC;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Project  is  a  five  year  contract,  and  consists  of  approximately  ten  dredge 
events;  and 

WHEREAS,  each  dredge  event  includes  a  separate  mobilization,  and  may  require 
dredging  and  disposal  of  material  from  one  or  more  dredge  sites;  and 

WHEREAS,  a  tentative  dredging  schedule  from  year  201 1  to  201 5  is  attached  to  the  Staff 
Memorandum  accompanying  this  f^esolution;  and 

WHEREAS,  at  the  time  of  bid  solicitation,  available  dredging  funds  are  not  sufficient  to 
award  a  contract  for  the  entire  quantity  of  estimated  dredge  material,  and 
therefore  staff  recommend  awarding  the  contract  for  the  initial  amount  of 
$4,000,000;  and 

WHEREAS,  staff  recommend  that,  after  the  initial  contract  award,  the  contract  amount  will 
be  increased  through  contract  modification  in  the  future,  after  the  Port 
Commission  approves  the  Port's  capital  plan  in  each  fiscal  year  2012  through 
2015,  thereby  making  available  additional  funding  to  accomplish  the  required 
dredging  in  successive  years;  and 

WHEREAS,  all  required  regulatory  permits  have  been  secured;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  award  of  the  Maintenance 
Dredging  Project,  Contract  No.  2746,  to  Dutra  Dredging  Company  for  the 
initial  amount  of  $4,000,000;  and  be  it  further 


RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  Staff  to  increase  the 

contract  by  an  additional  10%  contingency,  or  $400,000  corresponding  to  the 
initial  contract  award,  for  unforeseen  contingencies;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  staff  to  modify  the  contract  to  a 
sum  not  to  exceed  $1 5,901 ,050,  inclusive  of  a  1 0%  contingency  as  additional 
funding  becomes  available,  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to  accept 
the  work  once  it  is  complete. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  26, 201 1. 


Secretary 
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PORTsL-. 

SAN  FRANCISCO 


TO: 


MEMORANDUM 

April  21,  2011 

MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


Monique  Moyer 
Executive 


'SZxo.J4Mq^ 


Request  for  Authorization  to  Award  Construction  Contract  No.  2732R, 
Mission  Bay  Shoreline  Protection  for  Bayfront  Park  Project  to  Ferma 
Corporation,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1 ,579,450,  and  authorization  for  a 
1 0%  contingency  of  $1 57,945 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Approve  Attached  Resolution 

Introduction 

Port  staff  requests  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  award  of  Construction  Contract 
No.  2732R,  Mission  Bay  Shoreline  Protection  for  Bayfront  Park  Project  (the  "Project"),  to 
Ferma  Corporation,  the  lowest  responsive,  responsible  bidder.  The  Project  scope  includes 
demolition,  excavation  and  removal  of  existing  unstable  structures  and  debris,  stabilization 
of  the  existing  seawall,  and  rebuilding  a  stable  shoreline  slope  with  riprap  for  wave 
protection.  The  Project  will  rebuild  approximately  1 ,200  linear  feet  of  bay  shore  and  slope 
from  Pier  54  to  Agua  Vista  Park.  Bids  for  this  combined  work  were  solicited  as  the  "Base 
Bid"  along  with  two  pieces  of  additional  work,  Alternatives  No.  1 ,  installing  a  temporary 
pedestrian  asphalt  pathway,  and  No.  2,  removing  the  existing  chain  link  fence  surrounding 
the'project  site.  A  site  map  of  the  Project  area  is  attached. 

Background 

The  Port  Commission,  at  its  meeting  on  May  1 1 ,  2010,  authorized  staff  to  advertise  the 
Project  for  bids  (Port  Commission  Resolution  10-22).  The  Human  Rights  Commission 
(HRC)  staff  reviewed  the  project  scope  and  recommended  a  20%  subcontracting  goal  for 
Local  Business  Enterprise  participation. 

The  engineer's  estimate  for  the  Project  is  $1 ,750,000.  On  March  16,  201 1 ,  Port  staff 
received  six  bids  for  the  Project.  A  summary  of  the  bids  is  attached. 
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Azul  Works  Inc  ("Azul"),  the  apparent  second  low  bidder,  submitted  a  base  bid  price  of 
$1 ,713,624.  HRC  staff  reviewed  the  bid  and  determined  Azul  is  a  qualified  Small-LBE  or 
Micro-LBE,  and  qualified  for  a  10%  bid  discount,  per  City  Administrative  Code  Chapter 
1 48.  Azul's  adjusted  bid,  incorporating  the  discount,  is  $1 ,542,261 ,  making  it  the  lowest. 
However,  upon  a  check  of  referenced  projects.  Port  staff  determined  that  Azul's  bid  did  not 
meet  the  project  experience  requirements,  and,  therefore,  the  bid  is  nonresponsive 
pursuant  to  the  bid  solicitation.  On  March  31 ,  201 1 ,  the  Port's  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 
issued  a  letter  to  notify  Azul  that:  (1)  it  did  not  meet  the  experience  qualification 
requirements;  (2)  Azul's  bid  is  therefore  deemed  nonresponsive;  and  (3)  Azul  may  appeal 
such  decision  within  five  business  days.  Port  staff  did  not  receive  an  appeal  from  Azul. 

Ferma  Corporation  ("Ferma"),  is  the  apparent  lowest  responsive  bidder,  with  a  base  bid 
price  of  $1 ,543,624.  HRC  staff  reviewed  the  bid  and  determined  Ferma  is  responsive,  per 
City  Administrative  Code  Chapter  148.  Ferma's  Base  Bid  includes  Local  Business 
Enterprise  ("LBE")  subcontractor  participation  of  28%,  which  satisfies  the  20% 
subcontracting  goal  for  LBEs,  as  recommended  by  the  HRC.  Port  Engineering  staff 
reviewed  the  bid  and  referenced  projects  and  determined  that  Ferma  is  the  lowest 
responsive,  responsible  bidder.  Ferma's  total  bid  price  of  base  bid  plus  two  alternate  bid 
items  is  $1 ,579,450,  which  is  1 1%  lower  than  the  engineer's  estimate.  Therefore,  Ferma  is 
the  lowest  responsible,  responsive  bidder  and  is  eligible  for  award  of  the  contract  for  the 
Project. 

Port  staff  recommends  including  two  alternate  bid  items  to  the  contract.  Alternate  No.  1  is 
to  install  a  temporary  pedestrian  asphalt  pathway  along  the  new  improved  shoreline  until 
Bayfront  Park  is  built  as  part  of  the  Mission  Bay  project.  Alternate  No.  2  is  to  remove  and 
dispose  of  the  existing  chain  link  fence  surrounding  the  project  site. 

Funding 

The  Project  will  be  funded  by  proceeds  of  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks 
General  Obligation  Bond  (the  "2008  GO  Bonds"),  which  was  passed  by  San  Francisco 
voters  on  February  5,  2008.  The  2008  GO  Bonds  identified  a  total  funding  amount  of 
$2,950,000  for  the  Mission  Bay  Shoreline  Protection  Project  for  Bayfront  Park.  This 
contract  with  Ferma  will  construct  the  shoreline  improvements.  The  amount  of  this 
contract,  including  the  Base  Bid,  Alternates  No.1  and  No  2  and  contingency,  is  $1 ,737,395. 

The  following  is  a  breakdown  of  the  estimated  costs  for  this  Project: 

$    390,529    Coast  &  Harbor  Engineering  design  and  engineering  services 
$1 ,737,395    Contract  No.  2732R  construction  cost,  including  10%  contingency 
$     38,029    Abatement  and  demolition  of  existing  abandoned  structures  within  the 

project  site.  (This  portion  of  work  was  completed  in  June  2010  by  the 

Department  of  Public  Works) 
$    250.000    Estimated  construction  management  cost.  The  management  will  be 

performed  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 
$2,415,953    Total  required  funding 


REGULATORY  PERMITS 

A  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration,  consistent  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
("CEQA"),  was  adopted  in  October  2009  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  The 
Project  received  a  permit  from  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  ("BCDC")  as  a  part  of  the  larger  Mission  Bay  Plan  project.  Port  staff  is 
currently  processing  the  permit  from  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  San 
Francisco  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  permit  was  received  on  March  2,  201 1 . 
The  Project  will  comply  with  soil  management  requirements  set  forth  in  the  Mission  Bay 
Risk  Management  Plan  and  Article  22A  of  the  San  Francisco  Health  Code  ("Maher 
ordinance").  Port  staff  received  the  soil  management  approvals  from  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Health  on  September  22,  2010. 

Schedule 

The  estimated  Project  schedule  is  summarized  below: 


Milestone  Activity 

Date 

Commission  Award 

April  26,  201 1 

Estimated  Notice  to  Proceed  (NTP) 

May,  2011 

Estimated  Substantial  Completion 

November,  2011 

Estimated  Final  Completion 

December,  2011 

Summary 

Port  staff  recommends  that  the  Port  Commission  authorize  the  award  of  construction 
Contract  No.  2732R,  Mission  Bay  Shoreline  Protection  for  Bayfront  Park  Project  to  Ferma 
Corporation,  the  lowest  responsive,  responsible  bidder,  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$1 ,579,450,  and  also  authorize  staff  to  increase  the  contract  amount,  if  needed,  for 
unanticipated  contingencies,  by  an  additional  10%  (or  $157,945)  through  contract 
modification  or  change  order  for  a  total  of  $1 ,737,395.  Staff  also  recommends  that  the 
Port  Commission  authorize  the  Executive  Director  to  accept  the  work  once  it  is  complete. 


Prepared  by: 


Ken  Chu 
Project  Engineer 


For: 


Edward  F.  Byrne 
Chief  Harbor  Engineer 


PORT  COMMISSION 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCSISCO 

RESOLUTION  NO.  11-26 

WHEREAS,  the  Port  Commission  previously  autliorized  the  advertisement  of  the 

construction  contract  for  IVIission  Bay  Shoreline  Protection  for  Bayfront  Park 
Project,  Contract  No.  2732R,  (the  "Project"),  at  its  meeting  on  May  1 1 ,  2010; 
and 

WHEREAS,   Port  staff  received  six  bids  on  March  1 6,  201 1 ;  and 

WHEREAS,   Port  Engineering  staff  and  the  Human  Rights  Commission  ("HRC")  staff 
reviewed  the  six  bids  and  determined  that  Ferma  Corporation  ("Ferma")  is 
the  lowest  responsive,  responsible  bidder  for  the  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,   Ferma's  total  bid  price  is  $1 ,579,450,  including  alternate  bid  items;  and 

WHEREAS,   Ferma's  Base  Bid  includes  Local  Business  Enterprise  ("LBE")  subcontractor 
participation  of  28%,  which  satisfies  the  20%  subcontracting  goal  for  LBEs, 
as  recommended  by  the  HRC;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  funds  available  from  the  2008  Clean  and  Safe  Neighborhood  Parks 

General  Obligation  Bond  (the  "2008  GO  Bonds")  will  fully  fund  the  Project 
cost  and  contract  contingency  based  upon  the  total  bid  price;  and 

WHEREAS,  all  required  regulatory  permits  have  been  secured;  now,  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  Port  staff  to  award  Construction 
Contract  No.  2732R,  Mission  Bay  Shoreline  Protection  for  Bayfront  Park 
Project  to  Ferma  Corporation,  the  lowest  responsive,  responsible  bidder,  for 
the  not-to-exceed  amount  of  $1 ,579,450;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  authorizes  Port  staff  to  increase  the  contract 
amount,  if  needed,  for  unanticipated  contingencies,  by  an  additional 
$157,945  (10%  of  $1,579,450)  through  contract  modification  or  change 
order;  and  be  it  further 

RESOLVED,  that  the  Port  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Executive  Director  to  accept 
the  work  once  it  is  complete. 


/  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  at  its  meeting  of  April  26,  2011. 


Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


MEMORANDUM 

April  21,  2011 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


/-?       '^ 


FROM:  Monique  Moyer  Qf- 

Executive  Director  [ 

SUBJECT:  Informational  presentation  of  the  Draft  Street  Pole  Banner  Criteria,  which 
would  govern  the  design,  placement,  and  fees  for  the  placement  of  street 
pole  banners  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Informational  Only;  No  Action  Required 

PURPOSE  OF  BANNER  CRITERIA 

Port  staff  has  prepared  for  the  Port  Commission's  review  Draft  Street  Pole  Banner 
Criteria  ("Criteria")  which  would  regulate  and  permit  the  design,  placement,  and  fees  for 
the  street  pole  banners  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  The  purpose 
of  regulating  street  pole  banners  through  the  Criteria  is  to  create  a  dynamic  and  colorful 
appearance  to  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  that  furthers  the  Port's  objective  of 
enhancing  its  attractiveness  and  enjoyment  for  the  public  while  minimizing  undesirable 
visual  blight.  Under  the  draft  Criteria,  the  Port  would  permit  banners  on  street  poles  on 
certain  roadways  to  inform  the  public  of  civic,  cultural,  or  other  public  events  pertaining 
to  the  San  Francisco  waterfront,  or  other  events  consistent  with  the  public  use  and 
enjoyment  of  Port  or  City  property. 

HISTORY 

The  Port  has  permitted  the  installation  of  banners  along  The  Embarcadero  Roadway 
and  Jefferson  Street  since  completion  of  The  Embarcadero  in  2000.  In  2008  Port  staff 
prepared  draft  Criteha  to  control  the  placement  of  banners  along  these  streets  and  staff 
has  continually  refined  the  Criteria  in  response  to  applicants  and  input  from  other  City 
Departments.  The  Port  has  regulated  banners  through  the  Encroachment  Permit 
process,  whereby  a  permit  applicant  must  comply  with  requirements  as  to  the  location, 
dates  of  installation  and  removal,  and  necessary  insurance.  Under  Port  Commission 
Resolution  No.  07-55,  the  Port's  encroachment  permit  applies  the  general  standards  of 
the  City  Public  Works  Code  until  such  time  as  staff  prepares  and  presents  a  Port  Public 
Works  Code. 
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KEY  FEATURES  OF  BANNER  CRITERIA 

The  draft  banner  Criteria  are,  to  an  extent,  modeled  after  the  City's  Public  Works  Code, 
Article  5.7,  Section  184.78  (administered  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works),  which 
allows  banners  to  be  placed  on  the  upper  portion  of  City  utility  poles  to  provide  notice  to 
San  Francisco  residents  and  visitors  about  City  funded,  City  sponsored,  City-wide 
special  events,  and  City  convention  facility  events.  The  Port's  Criteria  establish 
procedures  specific  to  Port  streets  as  follows: 

Streets  Where  Banners  Would  Be  Permitted.  Per  the  proposed  Criteria,  the  Port 
would  allow  banners  along  The  Embarcadero  roadway  and  King  Street  (center 
median  only),  Jefferson  Street,  Illinois  Street,  Terry  Francois  Boulevard,  and  Cargo 
Way,  and  the  Port's  Executive  Director  may  approve  hanging  banners  on  other 
streets  that  become  appropriate  such  as  the  newly  developed  Pier  70. 

Allowable  Banners.  The  Port's  draft  Banner  Criteria  would  allow  banners 
announcing  an  "Event",  which  is  defined  as  an  activity  of  general  public  interest  to 
San  Francisco  residents  or  visitors  to  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  that  takes  place  in 
the  City  or  within  Port  jurisdiction,  and  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  have  an  in- 
person  attendance  of  500  or  more  people  for  a  single  event  or  1 ,000  or  more  for  a 
series  of  events. 

The  Criteria  describe  banners  in  three  categories: 

a.  A  "Port  Purpose  Banner"  is  a  Banner  announcing  an  event  of  the  Port,  its 
lessees,  or  licensees  within  or  adjacent  to  Port  property  where  the  Banner  is 
to  promote  the  Port's  maritime  resources,  or  activities  of  the  tenant  that  are 
not  purely  for  commercial  purposes. 

b.  A  "Public  Agency  Banner",  is  a  Banner  announcing  an  event,  or  series  of 
related  events  which  have  received  $5,000  or  more  from  the  City  or  any  of 
its  departments,  boards,  commissions  or  agencies,  or  other  recognized 
government  agency,  and  that  furthers  or  promotes  the  public  mission  of  that 
agency. 

c.  An  "Event  Banner"  is  a  Banner  announcing  an  event,  or  series  of  related 
events,  of  interest  to  a  significant  portion  of  visitors  to  the  Port  of  San 
Francisco,  which  is  not  purely  commercial,  and  where 

i.      All  or  a  portion  of  the  proceeds,  if  any,  will  directly  benefit  a  federal, 
state,  or  local  government  agency  or  a  charitable  non-profit 
organization  that  maintains  tax-exempt  status  under  Internal  Revenue 
Code  Section  501  (c)(3),  or 

ii.      The  Event  will  take  place  on  publicly  owned  property  within  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  and  further  a  public  purpose. 
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Banners  would  not  be  allowed  for  political  purposes  or  for  general  connmercial 
advertising.  If  there  is  demand  for  Banner  placement  that  is  greater  than  street 
poles  available  for  placement  of  Banners  at  any  given  time,  the  Port  shall  give 
preference  to  events  that  occur  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco. 

Term  of  Banner  Placement.  Banners  would  be  permitted  for  up  to  fifty  (50) 
consecutive  days  and  must  be  removed  no  later  than  five  (5)  days  after  the  date  of 
the  sponsored  event  or  the  conclusion  of  the  permitted  50  days,  whichever  occurs 
first.  The  draft  Criteria  would  permit  the  reinstallation  of  Banners  for  the  same  or 
similar  event  for  an  additional  fifty  (50)  day  period  beginning  seventy  (70)  days  after 
the  previous  permitted  Banners  were  removed.  The  Port's  Executive  Director  may 
allow  placement  of  Banners  for  greater  than  50  consecutive  days  at  his  or  her 
discretion  to  further  the  intent  of  these  Criteria. 

Banner  Placement  Along  the  Street.  For  banners  to  convey  a  clear  message  and 
positively  contribute  to  the  visual  quality  of  the  Port's  streets  and  roadways,  the 
Criteria  specify  that  all  poles  suitable  for  banner  installation  within  a  single  block 
shall  be  limited  to  a  single  banner  Permittee. 

Banner  Placement  Fees.  The  Port's  Banner  Criteria  is  based  largely  upon  Section 
184.78  of  the  City  Public  Works  Code,  which  imposes  fees  only  to  recoup  the 
Department  of  Public  Works'  administrative  costs  for  operating  the  program.  The 
Criteria  and  current  practice  is  to  collect  fees  through  the  Encroachment  Permit 
process  using  DPW's  established  fee  schedule.  Staff  recommends  continuing  this 
practice. 

Nevertheless,  Port  staff  has  investigated  charging  a  proprietary  Banner  Fee 
representing  a  reasonable  rental  rate  for  the  use  of  Port  property  as  a  revenue 
source,  beyond  the  staff  costs  of  administering  the  banner  program.  A  proprietary 
fee,  which  could  be  administered  through  a  license  to  use  Port  property,  would  be 
for  the  privilege  and  use  of  Port  property  to  hang  banners  that  promote  a 
noncommercial  "event"  as  defined  in  the  Criteria,  by  a  Port  tenant  or  a  non-profit 
organization,  and  could  be  promoted  by  a  corporate  sponsor.  Examples  of 
permissible  Banners  that  publicize  a  Port  Purpose  Banner  could  be  the  San 
Francisco  Giants  advertising  their  presence  at  home  games.  Examples  of  non-profit 
Event  Banners  include  a  variety  of  "runs",  an  exhibit  opening  at  a  museum,  or  the 
beginning  of  the  ballet  season.  Port  staff  plans  to  conduct  a  study  to  determine  the 
market  value  for  the  banner  space  on  Port  streets  and,  if  it  appears  to  be  a  feasible 
source  of  revenue,  would  return  to  the  Port  Commission  for  its  consideration  of 
adoption  of  such  a  proprietary  fee. 


NEXT  STEPS 

Following  this  informational  presentation  Port  staff  plans  to  return  to  the  Port 
Commission  for  consideration  of  adoption  of  the  Criteria,  without  a  proprietary  fee.  Staff 
may  also  return  to  the  Port  Commission  at  a  later  date  with  a  proposal  for  a  proprietary 
fee  for  the  space  occupied  by  banners  on  Port  streets.  In  any  scenario,  staff  would 
prepare  environmental  review  of  the  banner  Project  under  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  ("CEQA"). 


Prepared  by:  Dan  Hodapp 

Senior  Waterfront  Planner 


For:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director 

Planning  and  Development 
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I.     PURPOSE  &  DEFINITIONS 

A)  Purpose.  The  purpose  of  the  Street  Pole  Banner  Criteria  (Criteria)  is  to 
govern  the  design,  placement,  and  fees  for  the  hanging  of  street  pole 
banners  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco.  Banners 
are  intended  to  create  a  dynamic  and  colorful  appearance  to  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront  that  furthers  the  Port's  objective  of  enhancing  its 
attractiveness  and  enjoyment  for  the  public.  The  Port  may  permit 
banners  to  inform  the  public  of  civic,  cultural,  or  other  public  events 
pertaining  to  the  San  Francisco  waterfront,  or  other  events  consistent 
with  the  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  Port  or  City  property. 

B)  Area  of  Consideration.  These  Criteria  regulate  the  permitting  and 
installation  of  Banners  along  the  following  streets  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco:  The  Embarcadero  Roadway  and  King 
Street  (center  median  only),  Jefferson  Street,  Illinois  Street,  Terry 
Francois  Boulevard,  and  Cargo  Way.  The  Port's  Executive  Director 
may  approve  hanging  banners  on  other  streets  specified  by  these 
Criteria.  The  Port  shall  append  to  this  policy  a  description  of  each 
additional  area  approved. 

C)  Definitions.  The  following  definitions  shall  apply  to  these  Criteria: 

1)  "Banner"  is  defined  as  a  sign  that  is  not  made  of  rigid  material  nor 
enclosed  in  a  rigid  frame  so  as  to  allow  movement,  and  that  is 
mounted  to  a  public  light  or  other  utility  pole  with  top  and  bottom 
horizontal  rods. 

2)  "Event"  is  defined  as  an  activity  of  general  public  interest  to  San 
Francisco  residents  or  visitors  to  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  that 
takes  place  in  the  City  or  within  Port  jurisdiction,  and  can 
reasonably  be  expected  to  have  an  in-person  attendance  of  500  or 
more  people  for  a  single  event  or  1 ,000  or  more  for  a  series  of 
events. 
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3)  Banner  Categories: 

a.  A  "Port  Purpose  Banner"  is  a  Banner  announcing  an  event  of 
the  Port,  its  lessees,  or  licensees  within  or  adjacent  to  Port 
property  where  the  Banner  is  intended  to  promote  the  Port's 
maritime  resources,  or  activities  of  the  tenant  that  are  not  purely 
a  commercial  enterprise. 

b.  A  "Public  Agency  Banner",  is  a  Banner  announcing  an  event, 
or  series  of  related  events  which  have  received  $5,000  or  more 
from  the  City  or  any  of  its  departments,  boards,  commissions  or 
agencies,  or  other  recognized  government  agency,  and  that 
furthers  or  promotes  the  public  mission  of  that  agency. 

c.  An  "Event  Banner"  is  a  Banner  announcing  an  event,  or  series 
of  related  events,  of  interest  to  a  significant  portion  of  visitors  to 
the  Port  of  San  Francisco,  which  is  not  purely  commercial,  and 
where 

i.   All  or  a  portion  of  the  proceeds,  if  any,  will  directly  benefit  a 
federal,  state,  or  local  government  agency  or  a  charitable 
non-profit  organization  that  maintains  tax-exempt  status 
under  Internal  Revenue  Code  Section  501  (c)(3),  or 

ii.   The  Event  will  take  place  on  publicly  owned  property  within 
the  City  of  San  Francisco  and  further  a  public  purpose. 


ALLOWABLE  BANNERS 

A)  Permitted  Banners.  Only  the  following  Banners  may  be  posted  on 
street  poles  within  Port  property: 

1 .  Port  Purpose  Banner 

2.  Public  Agency  Banner 

3.  Event  Banner 

B)  No  Political  Advertising  and  No  Public  Forum.  Banners  that  serve 
as  political  advertising  may  not  be  posted  on  the  street  poles  within 
Port  property.  Nor  is  it  the  intent  of  the  Port  Commission  to  create  a 
public  forum  on  the  upper  portion  of  street  poles  within  Port 
jurisdictional  boundaries  by  allowing  the  placement  of  banners  as 
permitted  by  this  Criteria,  or  by  allowing  any  other  attachment  to  street 
poles. 

C)  Waterfront  Event  Preference.  If  there  is  demand  for  Banner 
placement  that  is  greater  than  the  number  of  street  poles  available  for 
the  placement  of  Banners,  the  Port  shall  give  preference  to  banners 
that  relate  to  events  that  occur  with'n  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San 
Francisco. 
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D)  Term  of  Banner  Placement.  Banners  may  be  permitted  for  up  to  fifty 
(50)  consecutive  days  and  must  be  removed  no  later  than  five  (5)  days 
after  the  date  of  the  sponsored  event  or  the  conclusion  of  the  permitted 
period,  whichever  occurs  first.  The  draft  Criteria  would  permit  the 
reinstallation  of  Banners  for  the  same  or  similar  event  for  up  to  an 
additional  fifty  (50)  day  period  may  be  permitted  beginning  seventy 
(70)  days  after  the  previously  permitted  Banners  were  removed.  The 
Port's  Executive  Director  may  allow  placement  of  Banners  for  greater 
than  50  consecutive  days  at  the  Executive  Director's  sole  discretion  to 
further  the  intent  of  these  Criteria. 


Issuance  of  Banner  Permits 

A)  Permit  Required.  No  Banner  may  be  installed  on  Port  property 
without  first  obtaining  an  Encroachment  Permit  from  the  Port. 

B)  Permit  Application.  Application  for  a  Permit  must  be  submitted  to  the 
Port  no  earlier  than  1 20  days  and  no  later  than  fourteen  (1 4)  days 
prior  to  the  Permittee's  requested  installation  date  of  the  Banners.  The 
application  shall  include  the  following  information: 

1)  Name  of  the  person  or  organization  requesting  the  permit,  including 
a  contact  person,  phone  number,  mailing  address,  and  email 
address  if  applicable. 

2)  A  detailed  site  plan  indicating:  a)  streets  and  street  names;  b) 
location  of  all  poles  on  a  street,  including  those  proposed  to  be 
used  for  Banners  (base  map  of  most  Port  streets  with  generalized 
pole  locations  is  available  on  the  Port's  web  site  at 
www.sfport.com). 

3)  Name  and  description  of  event  including  event  dates  for  which 
Banners  are  proposed,  if  applicable. 

4)  Drawings  accurately  displaying  the  proposed  Banner  designs  with 
all  dimensions,  proposed  text,  colors,  and  materials  for  the  Banner. 

5)  Installation  detail  and  description  of  materials  used  for  installation. 

6)  Proposed  date  for  installation  and  removal  of  Banners. 

7)  Other  requirements  as  listed  on  the  application  form  (available  on 
the  Port's  website  at  www.sfport.com). 

C)  Other  Permits.  In  areas  of  the  waterfront  under  jurisdiction  of  another 
local  or  state  governmental  agency,  e.g.  Caltrans,  Permittees  would 
not  receive  a  Port  permit  to  install  banners  until  Permittee  has 
obtained  and/or  submitted  proof  of  approval  from  other  agencies  with 
jurisdiction. 
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D)  Compliance  with  Sign  Guidelines.  Prior  to  issuance  of  a  permit  to 
allow  placement  of  Street  Pole  Banners  any  Port  tenant  or  its  lessees, 
or  licensees  occupying  Port  property  must  be  found  to  be  in 
compliance  with  the  Port  Sign  Guidelines  (available  on  the  Port's 
website  at  www.sfport.com). 

E)  Fees.  To  cover  the  Port's  cost  of  administering  the  Street  Pole  Banner 
Criteria,  fees  to  place  Banners  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San 
Francisco  are  payable  to  the  Port  in  accordance  with  the  posted 
Encroachment  Permit  Fee  Schedule  at  the  time  of  filing  an  application 
for  a  permit.  The  Encroachment  Permit  Fee  Schedule  is  available  on 
the  Port's  website  at  www.sfport.com. 

F)  Violation  of  Banner  Criteria.  Any  violation  of  the  provisions  of  these 
Criteria  or  any  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Port  pursuant  to  these 
Criteria,  or  the  continued  existence  of  a  condition  in  violation  of  these 
Criteria,  shall  be  grounds  for  the  Port  Executive  Director  to  deny  a 
permit  for  a  Banner  to  the  person,  business,  or  entity  violating  the 
Criteria,  until  such  condition  is  corrected.  At  his  or  her  discretion,  the 
Port's  Executive  Director  may  require  that  a  performance  bond,  not  to 
exceed  $25,000,  be  posted  before  a  permit  to  hang  banners  is  granted 
to  any  Permittee  who  has  violated  these  Criteria  in  the  past,  or  any  of 
the  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Port  pursuant  to  this  Section.  A 
person,  business  or  entity  which  violates  the  Criteria  three  times  will 
not  be  eligible  for  a  new  Banner  permit  for  three  years  following  the 
third  violation. 


IV.  DESIGN  CRITERIA 

A)  Dimensions.  The  dimensions  of  the  Banners  shall  be  not  greater  than 
72  inches  vertically  by  36  inches  horizontally. 

B)  Attachment.  Banners  shall  be  secured  with  bottom  and  top  horizontal 
support  rods  and  metal  bands  or  brackets  to  attach  to  the  pole. 
Stainless  steel  bands,  or  other  types  of  bands  approved  by  the  City, 
and  a  protective  material  such  as  neoprene,  shall  be  installed  to 
protect  the  surface  of  the  poles.  The  Permittee  is  responsible  to  pay  for 
and  repair  any  damage  to  light  poles  or  fixtures.  Failure  to  carry  out 
these  responsibilities  in  a  timely  and  responsible  manner  will  constitute 
a  violation  of  the  Criteria  and  will  affect  any  future  applications  for 
installation  of  Banners. 
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C)  Mounting  Height.  The  bottom  horizontal  support  rod  for  the  Banner 
shall  be  placed  a  minimum  of  fourteen  (14)  feet  above  the  finished 
grade,  measured  at  the  base  of  the  pole  to  which  it  is  mounted.  The 
top  bracket  of  the  proposed  Banner  shall  be  placed  at  a  minimum  of  2 
feet  below  a  riser  or  guy  wire;  such  as  on  MUNI  poles.  Banner  height 
on  poles  shall  be  as  consistent  as  practicable. 

D)  Wind  Slits.  Reinforced  wind  slits  are  recommended.  The  Permittee 
may  be  required  to  analyze  wind  and  weight  loads  of  the  Banners  on 
the  proposed  poles  to  be  used. 

E)  Banner  Content.  Banner  content  should  graphically  convey  the 
message  of  the  event  or  its  purpose  in  a  simple  manner  using  bold 
colors  and  a  minimum  number  of  images  and  text  so  as  to  inform  the 
public  of  the  event  and  avoid  visual  confusion.  If  the  applicant  seeks  to 
include  corporate  or  commercial  sponsorship  of  the  Banner,  such 
sponsorship  shall  be  limited  to  15%  of  the  total  Banner  area  and  shall 
not  be  the  visually  dominant  feature  of  the  design.  Port  sponsored 
banners  may  have  a  larger  area  dedicated  to  the  Port  sponsorship. 
Banner  content  shall  be  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  Port's 
Executive  Director  or  the  Executive  Director's  representative. 

F)  l\/laintenance.  Banners  shall  be  inspected  frequently  by  the  Permittee 
for  any  damage  or  tears  to  the  Banner,  associated  hardware,  or  the 
pole.  If  any  damage  or  tears  exist,  the  Banner  and  all  its  attachments 
shall  be  removed  or  repaired  immediately  by  the  Permittee,  at  no  cost 
to  the  Port. 

G)  Placement  Within  Blocks.  Permittees  may  apply  to  place  one  or  two 
Banners  per  pole  where  poles  are  suitable  for  Banner  installation.  For 
Banners  to  convey  a  clear  message  and  positively  contribute  to  the 
visual  quality  of  the  Port's  streets  and  roadways  the  Port  will  designate 
all  poles  suitable  for  Banner  installation  within  a  single  block  for  a 
single  banner  Permittee.  Permittees  may  request  placement  of 
Banners  on  multiple  blocks.  Permittees  requesting  fewer  quantities  of 
Banners  than  the  poles  designated  for  an  entire  block  may  request 
placement  of  Banners  on  less  than  every  designated  pole  within  the 
requested  block.  Only  one  Banner  sponsor  shall  be  permitted  per 
individual  street  block. 

H)  Placement  of  Banners.  The  Banner  shall  not  obstruct  in  any  way  the 
public's  view  of  traffic  signals,  street  signs,  or  any  other  regulatory, 
directional,  or  other  Port-  or  City-approved  signs. 
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MEMORANDUM 

April  21,  2011 

TO:  MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 

Hon.  Kimberly  Brandon,  President 
Hon.  Ann  Lazarus,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Francis  X.  Crowley 
Hon.  Leslie  Katz 


FROM:  Monique  Moyer       aa /i//;tn/fj) 

Executive  Director>'^'^ '^^'^^^ 
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SUBJECT:     Informational  Presentation  on  the  Determination  of  Fiscal  Feasibility  for 
the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza 

DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION:  Informational  Only;  No  Action  Required 
BACKGROUND 

Chapter  29  of  the  City's  Administrative  Code  requires  that  certain  City  projects  be 
subject  to  a  fiscal  feasibility  review  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  before  the  City  Planning 
Department  may  begin  environmental  review  of  the  project  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA").  The  City  ordinance  applies  to  projects  proposed 
by  the  City  for  which  1)  the  implementation  and  construction  project  costs  exceed  $25 
million  and  2)  the  project  sponsor  reasonably  estimates  that,  at  the  time  of  filing  an 
application  for  CEQA  review,  predevelopment  project  costs  exceed  $1  million. 

Chapter  29  applies  to  the  James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf 
Plaza  Project  ("Project').  Port  staff  has  prepared  a  Fiscal  Responsibility  and  Feasibility 
Report  dated  April  21 ,  201 1 .  A  copy  of  this  Report  is  attached  hereto  for  the  Port 
Commission's  review  and  comment. 

The  Port's  Fiscal  Responsibility  and  Feasibility  Report  will  be  submitted  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  April  22,  2010  and  is  expected  to  be  referred  by  the  Board  President  to 
the  Budget  and  Finance  Committee.  Port  staff  expects  the  Board  Budget  and  Finance 
Committee  to  hear  a  discussion  of  the  report  on  May  4,  201 1 .  Additionally,  Port  staff 
expect  the  Board's  Budget  Analyst  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Report. 
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Port  staff  welcome  review  and  comment  by  the  Port  Commission  and  the  public  at  the 
April  26,  201 1  Port  Commission  meeting.  Additionally,  Port  staff  will  advise  the  Port 
Commission  of  any  action  taken  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  with  respect  to  the  Report. 


Prepared  by:  John  Doll,  Project  Manager, 
Planning  &  Development 

Kim  von  Blohn,  Project  Director 
Engineering 

For:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director 

Planning  &  Development 

Ed  Byrne,  Chief  Harbor  Engineer 
Engineering 

Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director 
Maritime 
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Ms.  Ange' 

Clerk  0^  oupervisors 

CiK'  an  Francisco 

tt  Place 

^n  Francisco  Pier  27  Cruise  Ship  Terminal  Project 
seal  Responsibility  and  Feasibility 

Chapter .  ^  s  Administrative  Code  requires  that  certain  City  projects  be  subject  to  a 

fiscal  feasibiiiLj    3view  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  before  the  City  Planning  Department  may 
begin  environmental  review  of  the  project  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
("U^        ).  The  fiscal  feasibility  ordinance  applies  to  projects  proposed  by  the  City  for  which  (1) 
the  implementation  and  construction  cost  exceeds  $25  million,  and  (2)  the  project  sponsor 
reasonably  estimates  that,  at  the  time  of  filing  an  application  for  CEQA  review,  a  portion  of  the 
predevelr^  •^  anning  or  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $1  million  (excluding  City  personnel 

cc  from  public  monies. 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  ("Port")  is  the  sole  project  sponsor  of  the  proposed  cruise  ship 
terminal  project  at  Pier  27,  which  is  a  public  improvement  project  ("Project").  The  Port  is 
s  •  he  attached  Fiscal  Responsibility  and  Feasibility  Report  and  Resolution  for  the 

Proj  -e: 

1 .  I  'dentation  and  construction  cost  of  the  Project  will  exceed  $25  million;  and 

2.  Preoc        }ment  costs  exceed  $1  million. 

Acco'  -^glv.  the  Port  respectfully  requests  a  Board  of  Supervisors  determination  in  the  form  of 
the  attaL  ^d  draft  Resolution  that  the  Project  is  fiscally  responsible  and  feasible  in  accordance 
with  the  standards  of  Chapter  29. 

The  Port  and  its  Commission  are  very  excited  about  the  Project  and  look  forward  to  presenting 
the  Project  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  We  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  that  the 
Board  may  have  regarding  this  important  City  project. 

If  you  have  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  directly  at  (41 5)  274-0401  or  John  Doll  at  274- 
0639  from  my  staff. 


Sincerely, 


Monique  Moyer 
Executive  Director 

cc:        Port  Commission 


"RA(    -"(SCO 
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FISCAL  RESPONSIBILITY  AND  FEASIBILITY  REPORT 

Administrative  Code  Chapter  29 


1.  Project  General  Description 

The  Port  of  San  Francisco  ("Port")  intends  to  develop  a  primary  cruise  terminal  at  Pier  27  to  replace  the 
existing  terminal  at  Pier  35.  The  existing  terminal  at  Pier  35  does  not  have  sufficient  length,  passenger 
capacity  or  passenger-handling  equipment  to  accommodate  the  new,  Post-Panamax'  cruise  ships.. 
Further,  the  substructure  of  Pier  35  requires  investment  to  continue  to  serve  as  a  Port  cruise  terminal 
facility.  Pier  27  is  currently  used  as  a  back-up  cruise  ship  berth,  but  does  not  have  any  amenities  within 
the  maritime  shed. 

The  Port  proposes  the  development  of  a  new,  approximately  88,000  square  foot,  two-level  cruise  terminal 
on  Pier  27  that  would  serve  as  the  primary  cruise  ship  terminal,  while  the  cruise  terminal  on  Pier  35 
would  be  used  as  a  secondary  terminal  in  the  event  that  two  or  more  cruise  ships  require  berthing  on  the 
same  date".  The  Port  envisions  the  new,  primary  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  to  be  named  in  the  honor  of 
James  R.  Herman,  former  Port  Commissioner  and  President  of  the  International  Longshore  and 
Warehouse  Union\  The  James  R.  Herman  cruise  terminal  would  be  designed  to  meet  modern  ship  and 
operational  requirements  of  the  cruise  industry  and  provide  an  appropriate,  welcoming  gateway  to  the 
City. 

As  explained  below,  the  Port  will  build  the  cruise  terminal  facility  in  phases.  The  Port's  cruise  terminal 
project  will  include  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza,  an  approximately  2.5  acre  public  open  space  to  be  located 
along  the  west  end  of  Pier  27,  along  the  Embarcadero  Promenade. 

Cruise  Terminal 

The  Port  is  assisted  in  this  public  improvement  project  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  ("DPW"), 
which  is  providing  project  management  assistance,  and  by  a  joint  design  team  led  by  Kaplan,  McLaughlin 
&  Diaz  Architecture  and  Pfau  Long  Architects  in  association  with  cruise  terminal  design  consultant, 
Bermello,  Ajamil  &  Partners  ("Design  Team").  Under  the  proposed  site  plan,  the  existing  Pier  27 
maritime  shed  and  a  non-historic  portion  of  Pier  29  shed  will  be  demolished. 

Passengers  departing  and  arriving  in  San  Francisco  would  pass  through  the  terminal,  which  would  house 
ticketing,  baggage  and  a  U.S.  Customs  and  Border  Protection  Area  and  security  operations.  The  cruise 
terminal  improvements  would  include  installation  of  new  maritime  equipment,  including  a  mobile 
overhead  gangway  for  boarding  passengers  along  the  Pier  27  apron.  The  cruise  ship  shoreside  power 
infrastructure  would  be  in  place  to  provide  electricity  to  power  the  ship  while  in  berth,  allowing  cruise 
ships  to  cease  running  their  on-board  engines. 

The  paved  triangular  area  between  Pier  27  and  29,  referred  to  as  the  valley,  is  proposed  as  the  Ground 
Transportation  Area  ("GTA")  for  the  cruise  terminal.  The  GTA  would  be  approximately  3  acres 
providing  sufficient  space  to  support  access,  drop-off  and  exiting  by  trucks,  taxis,  buses  and  passenger 
vehicles  to  meet  provisioning  and  passenger  loading  needs  of  the  cruise  terminal.  The  GTA  circulation 


'  Post  Panamax  refers  to  a  class  of  ship  size  witii  maximum  dimension  capable  of  transiting  the  Panama  Canal.  When  ihc  Panama  ("an:il 

expansion  modifications  are  completed  in  2014,  very  large  Post-Panamax  cruise  ships  will  be  able  lo  transit  ihe  Panama  ("anal  and  call  nn  ports 

along  the  U.S.  west  coast. 

"  For  example,  in  2012.  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  will  experience  .5  days  when  two  or  more  cruise  ships  are  in  port  simultaneously. 

'  .lames  R.  Herman  served  as  President  of  the  Port  Commission  in  1990  and  1991  and  President  of  the  Inlernaiional  !x)ngshore  and  Warehou.se 

Union  from  1977  to  1991. 
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and  operation  plan  includes  vehicle  queuing  space  and  is  proposed  to  meet  all  transportation  needs  off- 
street,  in  an  effort  to  remedy  traffic  congestion  and  transportation  conflicts  currently  generated  from  Pier 
35  cruise  terminal  operations  impacting  The  Embarcadero. 

In  recent  years,  the  Port  has  received  cruise  ship  calls  that  have  fluctuated  between  40  and  80  calls  per 
year,  which  is  expected  to  continue  for  the  foreseeable  future.  If  a  new  cruise  terminal  is  constructed,  the 
relationship  of  the  cruise  facilities  at  Pier  27  and  Pier  35  would  be  reversed  from  current  conditions;  Pier 
27  would  become  the  primary  cruise  terminal  and  Pier  35  would  serve  as  a  secondary  facility.  While  the 
annual  number  of  ship  calls  is  expected  to  remain  the  same  in  the  future,  cruise  ship  size  is  growing, 
holding  larger  numbers  of  passengers.  The  level  of  improvements  and  equipment  proposed  in  the  Pier  27 
cruise  terminal  would  be  designed  to  optimally  handle  vessels  carrying  2,600  passengers  (base  design 
load)  and  would  provide  some  additional  capacity  at  key  areas  to  serve  vessels  carrying  up  to  4,000 
passengers  (peak  design  load).  Additionally,  the  facility  would  continue  to  be  used  for  maritime  events, 
such  as  Fleet  Week,  foreign  naval  diplomatic  calls,  Tall  Ships  Festivals  and  visits  by  oceanic  research 
vessels  and  the  34'*^  y\merica's  Cup  races. 

Northeast  Wharf  Plaza 

The  proposed  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  would  provide  an  approximately  2.5  acre  open  space  at  the  western 
end  of  Pier  27.  Pursuant  to  the  planning  policies  and  objectives  in  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan 
and  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission's  ("BCDC")  Special  Area  Plan 
("SAP"),  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  would  be  designed  to  serve  as  a  major  waterfront  park  resource  to 
support  passive  recreational  enjoyment  and  expansive  public  views  of  San  Francisco  Bay. 

The  Design  Team  has  developed  various  design  concepts  for  the  Plaza,  integrated  with  the  cruise  terminal 
facility  and  has  considered  various  topographical,  material  and  landscaping  treatments  and  characteristics. 
The  open  space  would  include  a  "piazza"  feature  along  the  western  edge  of  the  valley,  which  would 
require  the  demolition  of  the  Pier  27  Annex  office  building.  The  historic  Pier  29  Beltline  Office  building 
would  be  preserved  and  integrated  within  the  Plaza  design. 

The  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  would  provide  a  gathering  area  for  passengers  and  the  general  public  to  view 
cruise  ships  when  in  port,  although  physical  access  to  the  ships  would  be  restricted  in  accordance  with 
Federal  Homeland  Security  regulations.  These  regulations  would  require  temporary  security  fencing 
along  the  Pier  27  apron  when  cruise  ships  are  in  berth.  When  no  cruise  ships  are  berthed,  fences  would  be 
opened  to  restore  public  access  to  the  maximum  practicable. 

Shared  Uses 

While  the  cruise  terminal  would  be  a  permanent  facility,  the  building  is  designed  to  accommodate  other 
uses  during  periods  when  cruise  ships  do  not  call  at  Pier  27.  During  these  times,  the  design  for  the  cruise 
terminal  provides  for  approximately  60,000  square  feet  of  space  for  shared  uses  to  generate  revenues 
when  cruise  ships  are  not  berthed.  The  shared  use  area,  which  may  extend  into  the  GTA,  would 
accommodate  special  events,  conferences  and  other  public  or  private  gatherings. 

In  addition,  the  Project  may  include  limited  commercial  revenue-producing  uses,  such  as  restaurants,  that 
are  ancillary  to  the  terminal  operations.  The  public  space  and  commercial  components  are  intended  to 
complement  the  cruise  terminal,  but  also  to  thrive  independently  of  cruise  terminal  operations. 
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2.  Project  Purpose  and  Objectives 


Background 

In  September  2006,  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  appointed  a  Blue  Ribbon  Cruise  Terminal  Advisory  Panel  to 
evaluate  the  necessity  of  a  new  cruise  terminal  and  its  value  to  San  Francisco  and,  if  determined  necessary 
and  valuable,  where  that  terminal  should  be  located  based  on  cost  considerations,  maritime  functionality 
and  potential  funding  sources.  The  Port  Commission  accepted  the  Advisory  Panel  recommendations  in 
September  2007  which  directed  the  Port  to  develop  a  strategy  to  build  a  modern  cruise  terminal  to  meet 
the  evolved  security  and  passenger  demands  of  the  cruise  industry  while  also  allowing  for  meeting  and 
special  event  uses  when  not  occupied  for  cruise  purposes.  In  February  2009,  the  Port  completed  a 
feasibility  analysis  of  Pier  27  and  in  June  2009,  the  Port  Commission  entered  into  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  with  the  DPW  to  help  implement  the  Pier  27  cruise  terminal  project.  In  November  2009, 
the  Port  Commission  authorized  Port  staff  to  execute  a  design  contract  the  Design  Team. 

Goals  and  Objectives 

The  Port  desires  to  develop  an  exceptional  home  port  cruise  terminal  that  reflects  the  values  of  Sail 
Francisco  residents  and  the  City's  leadership,  meets  international  cruise  terminal  standards,  and  complies 
with  regulatory  requirements,  including  the  Port's  commitment  to  the  stewardship  of  waterfront  historic 
resources  within  the  Embarcadero  Historic  District. 

The  Port  has  established  a  set  of  goals  and  objectives  to  build  a  modern  cruise  terminal  to  meet  the 
evolved  security  and  passenger  demands  of  the  cruise  industry  while  also  allowing  for  meeting  and 
special  event  uses  when  not  occupied  for  cruise  purposes.  The  major  objectives  for  the  James  R.  Herman 
Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  Project  ("Project")  include: 

(1)  Transform  Pier  27  into  a  year-round  cruise  terminal  that  will  meet  the  evolved  security  and  passenger 
handling  demands  of  the  cruise  ship  industry. 

(2)  Develop  an  efficient  facility  that  will  lower  the  Port's  operational  costs  by  the  use  of  effective  space 
planning  and  equipment  to  handle  passenger  circulation  and  provisioning. 

(3)  Configure  the  cruise  terminal  in  a  way  that  will  create  opportunities  for  the  Port  to  allow  special  event 
uses  when  the  terminal  is  not  occupied  for  cruise  purposes.  The  special  event  uses  could  result  in 
additional  revenue  to  the  Port  to  support  debt  payments  for  the  Project  and  will  enhance  the  City's  ability 
to  meet  convention  business  demand. 

(4)  Demolish  approximately  220,000  square  feet  of  all  of  the  existing  Pier  27  shed  plus  the  non-historic 
portion  of  the  Pier  29  shed.  In  part,  this  demolition  will  create  the  required  open  space  plaza  along  The 
Embarcadero  that  will  serve  as  a  major  attraction  to  visitors  and  residents  and  connect  the  Port's 
continuity  of  public  spaces  along  the  waterfront. 

(5)  Develop  a  Project  that  supports  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  and  BCDC  Special  Area  Plan  by 
creating  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza,  a  major  public  open  space  integrated  with  public  access  on  Pier  27, 
promoting  public  views  of  the  bay  that  also  promotes  recreational  enjoyment  in  a  maritime  district. 

(6)  Develop  a  core  and  shell  terminal  building  that  can  be  used  by  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  in 
2013  for  the  running  of  the  34"^  America's  Cup. 
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(7)  Develop  a  Project  that  embodies  the  City's  commitment  to  sustainability  principles  by  following  the 
guidelines  from  the  U.S.  Green  Building  Council  and  achieve  a  LEED  certified  Silver  or  better  rating  and 
comply  with  the  City's  and  Port's  recently  adopted  Green  Building  regulations. 

3.  Project  Delivery 

DPW  initiated  environmental  review  of  the  Project  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  ACT 
("CEQA")  by  engaging  Environmental  Science  Associates  to  assist  in  the  preparation  of  a  project 
description.  DPW  will  be  implementing  an  Integrated  Project  Delivery  ("IPD")  method  to  coordinate  the 
services  of  a  Construction  Manager/General  Contractor  ("CM/GC")  to  offer  constructability  review  and 
cost  estimating  services  as  well  as  to  plan  and  organize  the  sequence  of  construction  activities.  DPW,  Port 
staff,  the  Design  Team  and  the  CM/GC  will  work  in  close  collaboration  and  deliver  the  Project  in  a 
sequence  of  bid  packages.  This  delivery  method  has  been  successfully  applied  in  past  projects  such  as  the 
California  Academy  of  Sciences  rebuild  project  and  is  also  being  used  on  several  other  complex  and  high 
profile  public  works  projects  such  as  the  new  San  Francisco  General  Hospital  Mission  Bay  campus  and 
the  new  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  headquarters  building  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue. 

4.  Project  Work  Performed  to  Date 

Facility  Program 

In  April  2010,  the  Design  Team  completed  a  comprehensive  Facility  Program  Statement  that  included 
input  from  multiple  stakeholders  obtained  through  a  series  of  workshops.  The  workshops  were  aimed  at 
identifying  project  requirements  that  will  support  the  operational  functions  during  cruise  days,  determine 
the  vessel  service  fleet  that  will  be  accommodated,  establish  the  relationship  between  the  terminal  and  the 
site  amenities,  identify  spatial  adjacencies  necessary  for  optimal  efficiencies  and  form  the  basis  for  the 
construction  budget. 

Concept  Design  Options 

Based  on  the  Facility  Program  Statement,  on  June  30,  2010  the  Design  Team  submitted  two  conceptual 
design  options  to  either  convert  or  replace  the  Pier  27  shed  into  an  operationally  efficient  cruise  terminal 
that  meets  evolved  security  and  passenger  handling  demands  of  the  international  cruise  industry.  Scheme 
A  included  a  renovation  of  most  of  the  existing  Pier  27  shed  while  Scheme  B  proposed  demolishing  most 
of  the  Pier  27  shed  and  replacing  it  with  a  new  building.  These  design  options  were  presented  to  the  Port 
Commission  on  July  13,  2010.  Based  on  stakeholder  input,  the  Design  Team  submitted  to  the  Port 
Commission  an  enhanced  Scheme  B,  known  as  Scheme  B2,  as  its  preferred  concept  option  that  also 
would  provide  a  larger  baggage  area  designed  to  better  meet  cruise  industry  standards  for  the  foreseeable 
future  based  on  increasing  vessel  size  and  passenger  volumes. 

Preferred  Concept  Design  Option 

On  December  14,  2010,  the  Port  Commission  approved  the  initiation  of  schematic  design  work  on  the 
preferred  conceptual  option,  known  as  Scheme  B2  that  would  create  a  new  terminal  building.  This 
preferred  design  scheme  is  consistent  with  the  Cruise  Terminal  Advisory  Panel's  recommendation  for  a 
facility  that  meets  the  current  and  future  needs  of  the  cruise  industry. 
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Schematic  Design 


The  Design  Team  has  submitted  schematic  design  in  late  March  2011  and  Port  staff  has  requested  that  a 
\alue  engineering  exercise  to  align  the  Port's  budget  to  the  project  cost.  On  April  12,  Port  staff  presented 
to  its  Commission  a  strategy  to  fund  the  initial  phase  of  the  cruise  terminal  project  which  included  a 
revised  Scheme  B2. 

34"^  America's  Cup 


On  December  31,  2010,  the  City's  bid  to  host  the  running  of  the  34    America's  Cup  was  accepted  and 


fih 


executed  by  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority.  The  bid  includes  use  of  Piers  27-29  as  the  34 
America's  Cup  village.  This  use  provides  funding  support  from  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  for 
the  overall  Project  costs.  Additionally,  it  provides  improved  viewing  experience  of  the  34'*'  America's 
Cup  events  for  the  public.  As  a  result  of  this  additional  use  of  Piers  27-29,  the  Port's  Pier  27  Cruise 
Terminal  Project  is  carefully  aligned  to  the  staging  of  the  34'  America's  Cup  event  and  requires  careful 
staging  of  improvements  and  a  compressed  Project  delivery  schedule. 

Under  the  Host  and  Venue  Agreement  ("HVA"),  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  is  required  to 
demolish  the  shed  at  Pier  27  and  a  portion  of  the  shed  at  Pier  29,  and  pay  up  to  $2  million  to  relocate 
shoreside  power  to  a  different  spot  on  Pier  27.  The  City  is  responsible  for  building  the  Cruise  Terminal's 
core  and  shell  by  January  2013.  This  requires  Project  construction  in  two  phases  so  that  the  America's 
Cup  Event  Authority  can  utilize  the  core  and  shell  of  the  building  as  a  spectator  event  center  and  spectator 
viewing  area  and  the  Pier  27  apron  for  team  hospitality  berths  for  races  scheduled  in  2013. 

Subject  to  the  City's  completion  and  certification  of  a  final  environmental  impact  report  for  the  Project 
and  approval  of  the  Project  by  the  end  of  2011,  Phase  1  would  consist  of  demolition  of  the  Pier  27 
maritime  shed,  partial  demolition  of  the  non-historic  portion  of  the  Pier  29  shed,  relocation  of  the 
shoreside  power  equipment,  and  the  construction  of  the  core  and  shell  of  the  Cruise  Terminal  project.  The 
America's  Cup  Event  Authority  will  install  temporary  improvements  for  the  duration  of  the  34'^ 
America's  Cup  racing  events  and  relinquish  the  site  no  later  than  April  2014. 

At  the  Port's  option,  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  would  be  required  to  return  the  premises  to  the 
Port  free  of  all  tenant  improvements.  The  Port  would  then  begin  Phase  2  to  build-out  the  remaining 
portions  of  the  cruise  terminal  building  (e.g.,  the  U.S.  Customs  and  Border  Protection  areas),  install 
maritime  equipment  such  as  the  mobile  gangway  as  well  as  fenders  and  bollards,  and  complete 
improvements  to  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  and  the  GTA. 

5.  Project  Schedule 

The  Project  has  a  total  duration  of  approximately  six  years  starting  the  spring  of  2009  when  the  Port 
began  to  work  with  DPW  on  the  predevelopment  phase  to  establish  basic  Project  parameters  such  as 
budget,  scope  and  schedule.  Below  is  list  of  major  milestones. 
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Table  1:  Project  Schedule 


Milestone 

Timeframe 

Pre-developmcnt 

May  2009  -  December  2009 

Programming 

January  2010 -April  2010 

Concept  Phase 

April  2010  -  December  2010 

Design  &  Entitlements 

January  2011  -January  2012 

Phase  1  Construction 

January  2012  -  January  2013 

America's  Cup  Use* 

January  2013 -April  2014 

Phase  2  Construction 

May  2014 -October  2014 

Cruise  Terminal  Opening 

November  2014 

Alihoiifih  ilic  34"  America  's  Cup  races  are  expected  lo  end  in  October  2013,  the  HVA  stipulates  that  after  the  last  racing  event,  the  America 's 
Cup  Event  Authority  has  ISO  days  to  remove  all  temporary  improvements  on  Pier  27. 

6.         Project  Costs 

The  total  project  budget  based  on  the  revised  schematic  design  for  the  Cruise  Terminal  is  estimated  at 
approximately  $90,308,846,  divided  into  tv^^o  phases  as  illustrated  in  Table  2  below.  The  construction 
costs  noted  below  are  based  on  schematic  plans,  not  detailed  design  drawings.  All  the  program 
components  required  in  the  final  design  and, engineering  phase  are  not  known  at  this  time  and  any 
omissions  could  significantly  impact  the  accuracy  of  the  estimated  costs. 

Table  2:  Estimated  Total  Project  Costs 


Phase  1 

Phase  2 

Total 

Construction  Costs 

$36,145,753 

$23,242,500 

.  $59,388,253 

Construction  Contingency 

15.0% 

5,421,863 

3,486,375 

8,908,238 

Other  Contingency* 

1,222,915 

664,850 

1,869,765 

Total  Construction 

42,790,531 

27,393,725 

70,184,256 

Design  &  Engineering, 

Project  Management  & 

Entitlement  Costs 

14,996,576 

4,328,014 

19,324,590 

Program  Contingency 

400,000 

400,000 

800,000 

Total  Project  Costs** 

58,187,107 

32,121,739 

90,308,846 

~  includes  2%  scope  gap  for  CM  CO  and  preconstruction  contingency 

'  '  does  not  include  demolition  and  shoreside  power  costs  which  is  the  rcsponsihiliry  of  the  America 's  Cup  Event  Authority  pursuant  to  the 

HVA. 


As  noted  above,  the  Phase  1  cost  allows  for  a  "core  and  shell"  building  to  be  completed  for  the  34'*^ 
America's  Cup  event.  When  the  Pier  27  site  is  returned  to  the  Port  in  early  2014,  Phase  2  begins  and 
completes  interior  improvements  as  well  as  the  installation  of  maritime  equipment  needed  for  a  fully 
functional  cruise  terminal.  In  addition,  under  Phase  2,  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  and  the  GTA  would  be 
completed. 
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Sources  of  Funds 


In  December  2010,  Port  staff  presented  a  total  budget  of  $1 14,  095,757  to  the  Port  Commission. 
However,  as  noted  above,  this  budget  was  not  aligned  with  funding  sources.  Since  that  time,  Port  staff  has 
(1)  moved  from  conceptual  to  schematic  design  budget  estimates,  (2)  refined  available  funding  sources, 
(3)  performed  a  value  engineering  exercise  to  identify  and  integrate  cost  reductions,  and  (4)  deferred 
certain  Project  scope  items  to  Phase  2  to  close  the  funding  gap.  Given  the  pressure  on  the  Project  schedule 
driven  by  Project  phasing  outlined  in  the  HVA  requiring  Phase  1  delivery  by  January  2013,  and  the 
opportunity  to  deliver  a  legacy  cruise  terminal  Project  after  the  34"'  America's  Cup,  funding  of  Phase  1  is 
a  high  priority  of  the  City  and  the  Port. 

As  described  below,  the  funding  plan  for  Phase  2  includes  several  proposed  non-Port  sources  which 
require  additional  work  to  secure.  Additionally  the  shared  program  uses  and  related  revenue  generation 
requires  additional  work  to  reliably  estimate  revenues. 

Project  funding  is  expected  to  be  provided  through  a  combination  of  sources,  including  the  Port  revenue 
bond  proceeds  and  capital  budget  allocations,  plus  a  variety  of  other  sources,  such  as  an  approved  FEMA 
security  grant,  proceeds  from  an  anticipated  2012  General  Obligation  bond  measure  and  a  future 
passenger  facility  charge. 

As  shown  in  Table  3,  secured  funding  sources  total  $46.5  million,  planned  funding  sources  total  $16.5 
million,  and  proposed  funding  sources  total  $22.9  million  for  a  total  of  $85.9  million.  The  phasing  of 
these  funds  is  shown  in  Table  4. 

The  revised  Scheme  B2  design  allows  for  Phase  1  funding,  but  defers  a  budget  gap  of  $11.9  million  to 
Phase  2.  Port  staff  will  work  to  secure  the  proposed  additional  funding  sources  for  Phase  2  between  now 
and  2013.  Additionally,  Port  staff  will  better  refine  program  uses  and  related  revenue  generation.  Phase  2 
may  require  an  incremental  approach  to  Project  delivery  and  may  also  require  value  engineering. 

However,  Port  staff  has  not  fully  considered  the  future  economic  opportunities  arising  from  the  cache  and 
prestige  of  having  been  the  34"^  America's  Cup  Village  and  both  the  start  and  finish  lines  of  the  34"^ 
America's  Cup  Final  Match  scheduled  for  September  2013,should  the  34"^  America's  Cup  project  be 
approved.  Port  staff  is  optimistic  that  securing  the  proposed  funding  sources  and  resolving  the  $11.9 
million  funding  gap  to  Phase  2  of  the  Project  is  achievable. 

Proposed  Funding  Sources 

2012  General  Obligations  Bond 

The  City's  adopted  10-Year  Capital  Plan,  for  several  years,  has  included  a  proposed  schedule  for  a  second 
General  Obligation  bond  measure  to  assist  in  funding  additional  waterfront  parks.  In  2008,  with  the  help 
of  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  voters  generously  approved  Proposition  A,  which 
included  $33.5  million  in  funding  for  new  and  enhanced  waterfront  parks.  The  City's  Capital  Planning 
Committee  recommended  that  the  second  bond  measure  for  waterfront  park  improvements  move  from  a 
2014  election  schedule  to  November  2012  to  allow  seamless  Project  delivery  of  the  Northeast  Wharf 
Plaza  at  the  foot  of  Pier  27.  The  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  is  the  last  major  park  envisioned  in  the  BCDC's 
or  the  San  Francisco  Waterfront. 

Port  staff  will  consult  with  the  Mayor's  Office,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Port  Commission, 
Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks  staff,  and  the  Capital  Planning  Committee  to  formulate  the  Port's 
general  obligation  bond  funding  request.  The  Phase  2  Project  budget  assumes  $9.1  million  in  proceeds 
from  such  General  Obligation  bond  measure,  should  it  be  adopted  by  the  voters. 
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Cruise  Operator  Contribution 


This  funding  source  would  be  specifically  provided  for  the  mobile  gangway  system  which  would  make 
the  terminal  more  efficient  in  getting  passengers  off  and  on  cruise  ships.  This  $2.75  million  equipment 
could  be  funded  by  the  Port's  cruise  terminal  operator^,  as  part  of  a  negotiation  of  a  long-term  contract 
extension  in  exchange  for  such  investment  into  the  cruise  terminal  project. 

Table  3:  Total  Funding  Sources 


Port  Funds 

Other 

Total 

Secured 

Watermark  Sale  Proceeds 

$20,000,000 

Series  A  &  B  2010  Port  Revenue  Bonds* 

10,075,089 

Operating  Budget  -  Workorder 

220,168 

Capital  Budget  Appropriation 

1,225,000 

Event  /\uthority  ("EA")  Appropriation 

7,500,000 

FEMA  Security  Grant 

7,500,000 

Subtotal:  Secured 

$31,520,257 

15,000,000 

46,520,257 

Planned 

2012  Port  Revenue  Bond  Debt* 

$15,500,000 

Capital  Budge  Appropriation 

1,000,000 

Subtotal:  Planned 

$16,500,000 

Proposed 

Repurposing  Existing  2010  Debt* 

2,500,000 

Reimbursement 

-2,500,000 

City  Contribution 

6,500,000 

2012  General  Obligations  Bond 

9,122,943 

Cruise  Operator  Contribution 

2,750,000 

Passenger  Facility  Charge 

4,500,000 

Subtotal:  Proposed 

0 

22,872,943 

Total  Sources 

48,020,257 

37,872,943 

85,893,200 

Total  Sources  w/o  EA**  Contribution 

48,020,257 

30,372,943 

78,393,200 

Includes  interest  earnings 

'  EA  means  America 's  Cup  Event  Authority  provided  that  the  running  of  the  34'''  America 's  Cup  is  certified  and  approved  in  late  201 1. 


'  The  Pnrl"s  cruise  terminal  npcralor  is  currently  Metro  Cruise  Services.  The  operating  agreement  expires  on  /\pril  30.  201  1.  An  amendmeiii  li 
igreement  is  currently  under  negotiation. 
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Table  4:  Funding  Sources  by  Phase 


Phase  1 

Phase  2 

Total 

Secured 

Watermark  Sale  Proceeds 

520,000,000 

Series  A  &  B  2010  Port  Revenue  Bonds* 

10,075 ,0cS9 

Operating  Budget  -  Workorder 

220,168 

Capital  Budget  Appropriation 

1,225,000 

Event  Authority("EA")  Appropriation 

7,500,000 

FEMA  Security  Grant 

1,166,850 

6,333,150 

Subtotal:  Secured 

$40,187,107 

6,333,150 

46,520,257 

Planned 

2012  Port  Revenue  Bond  Debt* 

$15,500,000 

Capital  Budge  Appropriation 

1,000,000 

Subtotal:  Planned 

$16,500,000 

16,500,000 

Proposed 

Repurposing  Existing  2010  Debt* 

2,500,000 

(2,500,000) 

City  Contribution 

6,500,000 

2012  General  Obligations  Bond 

9,122,943 

Cruise  Operator  Contribution 

2,750,000 

Passenger  Facility  Charge 

4,500,000 

Subtotal:  Proposed 

$  9,000,000 

13,872,943 

22,872,943 

Total  Sources 

$65,687,107 

20,206,093 

85,893,200 

Total  Sources  w/o  EA  Contribution 

$58,187,107 

20,206,093 

78,393,200 

'  For  budgeting  purposes,  the  demolition  and  shoreside  power  relocation  project  components  are  external  work  outside  of  the  budgeted  Project 
scope  and,  as  a  result,  future  budgets  will  exclude  the  proposed  $7.5  million  America 's  Cup  Event  Authority  contribution  as  a  budget  source. 

Passenger  Facility  Charge 

Several  v^est  coast  ports,  including  the  Port  of  San  Diego,  have  utilized  passenger  facility  charges,  a 
component  of  their  operating  tariffs,  as  a  means  to  offset  capital  costs  of  new  cruise  facilities.  This 
concept  is  very  similar  to  that  used  by  airports  for  capital  expansion  and  repair,  including  San  Francisco 
Airport.  Imposition  of  such  charges  requires  careful  consultation  with  cruise  lines  to  ensure  that  the  Port 
remains  a  competitive  location  for  cruise  berthing.  Port  staff  is  initiating  discussions  with  the  Port's  main 
cruise  lines  about  a  potential  passenger  facility  charge  to  fund  a  portion  of  the  Project 

Port  staff  is  considering  a  potential  passenger  facility  charge  of  $3  per  person.  Enactment  of  such 
passenger  facility  charge  is  currently  proposed  by  Port  staff  as  an  amendment  to  the  Port's  Operating 
Tariff  No.  5.  Port  staff  estimates  that  such  a  passenger  facility  charge  of  $3  would  be  assessed  on 
approximately  150,000  passengers  annually  for  a  levy  period  of  20  years.  Proceeds  from  such  fees  could 
support  approximately  $4.5  million  in  additional  bond  proceeds  to  be  repaid  from  this  charge. 
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Strategies  to  Fund  Phase  2  Shortfall 


Given  a  projected  shortfall  of  $  1 1 .9  million  in  Phase  2,  Port  staff  will  be:  ( 1)  reviewing  economic 
opportunities  at  this  location  that  would  be  revenue  generating,  including  special  event  use,  parking  and 
other  commercial  opportunities  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  8  below,  (2)  developing  cost  estimates  to 
determine  which  Project  line  items  can  be  reduced,  (3)  identifying  other  grant  funds  that  the  Port  could 
use  to  fund  portions  of  the  Phase  2  project,  (4)  identifying  Project  elements  that  can  be  deferred  to  a 
future  date,  and  (5)  reallocating  unused  funds  from  other  capital  projects. 

Although  the  Port  has  not  yet  covered  the  Phase  2  funding  gap,  the  Port  is  requesting  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  consider  the  fiscal  feasibility  of  the  entire  Project  in  order  for  the  City  to  meets  its 
obligation  to  deliver  the  "core  and  shell"  of  the  cruise  terminal  building  to  the  America's  Cup  event 
Authority  by  January  2013. 

8.  Operating  &  Maintenance  Costs 

Metro  Cruise  Services  currently  serves  as  the  Port's  cruise  terminal  operator  under  Non-Exclusive 
Management  Agreement  #13562  responsible  for  operations  and  maintenance  of  the  existing  Pier  35  cruise 
facility  and  the  back-up  facility  at  Piers  27\  The  Port  anticipates  entering  into  a  similar  management 
agreement  for  stevedoring  services  at  Pier  27. 

Based  on  a  comparative  analysis  performed  in  2003,  San  Francisco  had  the  highest  operational  costs  as 
compared  to  other  U.S.  West  Coast  cruise  ports.  Port  staff  estimated  that  an  average  home  ported  vessel  at 
Pier  35  cost  the  cruise  lines  approximately  $160,000  per  call  which  was  52%  higher  than  at  the  Port  of 
San  Diego  and  30%  higher  than  at  the  Ports  of  Los  Angeles  and  Seattle.  In  2010,  the  Port  of  San 
Francisco's  costs  have  increased  to  approximately  $176,000  per  call.  Although  there  is  no  comparable 
data  regarding  the  other  West  Coast  ports  for  2010,  it  is  assumed  that  San  Francisco  still  has  the  highest 
operational  costs.  These  costs  are  due  to  the  number  of  exposed  areas  requiring  security  guards  and 
physical  constraints  of  the  facility  which  prevents  efficient  baggage  handling  (and  in  turn  requires 
additional  staff  time). 

High  operating  costs  are  a  disincentive  for  cruise  lines  to  visit  San  Francisco.  The  envisioned  program  for 
the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  Project  will  provide  for  a  more  efficient  operation.  The  Project  will  result  in 
fewer  exposed  areas  which  require  security,  faster  baggage  handling  through  a  proposed  baggage 
conveyance  system,  and  faster  passenger  embarkation  and  disembarkation  though  a  new  overhead 
gangway  system.  Furthermore,  taxis,  buses  and  privately-operated  vehicles  will  have  better  access  to  the 
cruise  terminal  because  of  the  Project's  expanded  ground  transportation  area  that  would  take  vehicles  off 
of  The  Embarcadero  and  allow  for  quicker  drop-off  and  pick-up  of  passengers. 

Based  on  the  new  cruise  terminal  design  plan,  Port  maritime  staff  expects  more  efficient  baggage  and 
passenger  handling  will  result  in  greater  cost  savings  allowing  San  Francisco  to  be  more  competitive  with 
other  West  Coast  ports.  The  Port  expects  that  this  new  operational  plan  will  reduce  costs  by 
approximately  25%.  By  making  the  Pier  27  terminal  more  competitive,  the  Port  may  attract  more  cruise 
ships  to  San  Francisco.  An  increase  in  terminal  revenue  in  conjunction  with  new  net  revenue  associated 
with  the  Project  is  expected  to  offset  the  cost  to  dredge  the  berth  and  maintain  the  new  public  plaza  in  the 
future. 


5 
On  ihe  rare  occasion  Piers  35  or  2''  are  unavailable,  cruise  ships  can  bertii  at  Piers  30-32  with  Mciro  Cruise  Services  pro\iding  lerminal 

operation  services.  However,  due  to  the  lack  of  any  amenities  on  Pier  30-32,  which  is  currently  used  as  a  parking  lot,  it  is  iinly  used  as  a  tertiary 
location. 
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Yearly  Revenue-Generating  Uses 


The  Port  has  considered  additional  uses  that  are  envisioned  to  generate  on-going  revenue  to  the  Port, 
serve  as  a  community  benefit  and/or  activate  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  so  that  it  can  be  used  year-round. 
These  estimates  stated  below  are  preliminary  and  there  is  a  wide  range  of  variation  of  future  new  net 
revenue  to  the  Port.  Accordingly,  the  economic  analysis  of  these  uses  will  be  updated  throughout  the 
design  process  to  better  predict  the  new  net  revenue  flow  to  Port. 

Special  Event  Use 

Special  event  use  is  subordinate  to  cruise  terminal  operations.  In  recent  years,  cruise  ship  calls  have 
fluctuated  between  40  and  80  calls  a  year  and  will  likely  remain  the  same  for  the  future.  Within  this 
range,  most  ships  will  berth  at  Pier  27  and  some  will  berth  at  Pier  35".  Given  a  range  of  one  to  three  days 
of  exclusive  use  required  for  each  call,  the  cruise  industry  could  occupy  as  many  as  240  days  a  year,  or 
66%  of  all  available  time  at  Pier  27.  Availability  for  special  events  will  be  dependent  on  the  needs  of  the 
cruise  industry. 

While  the  cruise  terminal  design  has  not  been  finalized,  space  within  the  terminal  can  also  be  used  for 
meetings  and  special  events  on  non-cruise  days.  The  designated  terminal  areas  do  not  require  additional 
investment  for  special  event  use.  The  most  marketable  space  would  be  the  passenger  waiting  room  and 
the  baggage  lay-down  area  could  also  be  effectively  used  either  together  with  or  separately  from  the 
waiting  area.  It  is  also  conceivable  that  a  user  would  rent  the  ground  transportation  area  either  in 
conjunction  with  rental  of  the  indoor  spaces  or  as  stand-alone  event  space. 

Assuming  about  40  events  a  year,  the  Design  Team  believes  that  a  "best-estimate"  projection  of  annual 
net  revenue  might  be  approximately  $929,988  per  year,  depending  on  the  number  of  Pier  27  cruise  calls 
and  security  requirements  restricting  availability.  The  estimated  range  of  annual  net  revenue  is  $453,478 
to  $1,645,231. 

Parking 

The  new  construction  of  the  terminal  building  will  be  narrower  thereby  increasing  the  footprint  between 
Piers  27  and  29.  This  increased  footprint  allows  for  expanded  parking  and  vehicular  circulation  in  the 
ground  transportation  area  of  the  valley  area.  The  Design  Team  projects  a  "best  estimate"  of 
approximately  $210,320  per  year.  The  estimated  rage  of  annual  net  revenue  is  $56,000  to  $364,320. 

Commercial  Leasing 

Current  lease  revenue  generated  at  Pier  27  may  be  reduced  if  current  tenants  are  not  able  to  be  re-located 
within  Port  property.  The  Design  Team  has  considered  the  feasibility  of  approximately  10,000-20,000 
square  feet  of  new  food  and  beverage  space  whose  primary  purpose  is  to  enliven  the  public  plaza 
throughout  the  year.  As  an  interim  solution,  leasing  of  spaces  within  the  Plaza  for  movable  carts  and 
kiosk  stalls  could  be  accomplished,  assuming  that  basic  utilities  are  provided.  Optimistically,  annual 
revenue  is  estimated  at  up  to  $10,000  a  year. 

The  "best  estimate"  for  new  net  annual  revenue  of  the  three  revenue-generating  uses,  described  below,  is 
approximately  $1,140,308  with  a  range  of  between  $499,478  and  $2,019,551. 


''  Very  few  ships  are  anticipated  to  use  the  tertiary  cruise  ship  berth  at  Pier  30-32.  Notably,  Pier  30-32  is  included  in  the  I.Kili'.ics  lo  be  leased  ui 
the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority  under  long  term  leases  such  that  after  the  transfer  the  Port  will  no  longer  have  the  abiliis  lo  berth  cruise  ships 
at  Pier  30-32. 
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10.         Environmental  Review  Process 


CEO/V  review  will  be  conducted  by  the  City's  Planning  Department  and  the  City's  Planning  Commission 
will  consider  the  environmental  impact  report  prepared  fro  this  Project.    To  meet  the  Project  and  the  34"' 
America's  Cup  schedules,  the  CEQA  process  will  commence  after  the  Board's  fiscal  feasibility  review 
and  is  anticipated  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  2011. 

11.  Coordinating  with  Regulatory  Agencies 

The  Project  will  be  presented  for  review  and  public  comment  regularly  to  the  Port  Commission,  as  well  as 
at  public  meetings  with  waterfront  advisory  groups,  community  and  waterfront  stakeholders  and 
regulatory  agencies.  The  project  will  require  many  regulatory  approvals  including  BCDC.  The  Port 
anticipates  the  Project  will  require  amendments  to  BCDC's  Special  Area  Plan  ("SAP"),  a  part  of  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Plan,  as  well  as  a  BCDC  major  permit.  Accordingly,  Port  and  BCDC  staff  are  working  in 
close  coordination  to  evaluate  existing  policies,  solicit  early  direction  and  conduct  public  outreach  to  help 
shape  and  review  a  concept  design  for  the  cruise  terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza  which  will  help 
determine  the  scope  of  BCDC  SAP  amendments.  Public  workshops  will  be  scheduled  to  review  and 
comment  on  the  design  progress. 

The  Project  will  be  presented  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  the  CEQA  EIR 
process.  Informational  briefings  may  also  be  scheduled  for  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  and 
Historical  Preservation  Commission,  given  the  importance  of  the  Project  and  its  location  within  the 
Embarcadero  National  Register  Historic  District.  The  Port  also  works  in  close  coordination  with  the 
California  State  Lands  Commission  to  manage  projects  to  comply  with  public  trust  requirements  under 
the  Burton  Act  and  the  public  trust  doctrine. 

12.  Benefits  of  the  Project  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

As  part  of  the  Cruise  Terminal  Advisory  Panel  deliberation  process,  an  economic  consultant,  Bay  Area 
Economics,  was  commissioned  to  study  the  benefits  of  a  new  cruise  terminal  to  San  Francisco.  This  2008 
study,  entitled  "Port  of  San  Francisco,  Economic  Impact  Study,"  identified  economic  benefits  from 
expenditures  by  the  cruise  lines,  passengers  and  crew.  This  study  determined  that  the  Port  has  potential  to 
gain  additional  market  share  if  it  could  continue  to  market  itself  as  a  cruise  home  port  and  destination, 
build  relationships  with  cruise  lines,  and  improve  its  facilities  to  handle  larger  ships  by  developing  a  new 
terminal  at  Pier  27.  Bay  Area  Economics  concluded  that  it  could  create  approximately  $29.4  million'^ 
annually  in  direct  economic  activity.  If  indirect  and  induced  economic  impacts  are  included,  then  a  total 
of  $42.2  million  in  total  economic  activity  is  produced,  creating  a  total  of  408  jobs  within  San  Francisco. 
Dividing  total  impacts  ($42.2  million)  by  the  direct  impacts  ($29.4  million)  yields  a  citywide  multiplier  of 
approximately  1.43.  Thus,  every  dollar  that  the  cruise  industry  spends  within  San  Francisco  generates 
$1.43  in  total  economic  activity.  This  projection  supports  the  generation  of  410  jobs  within  the  City. 
In  addition,  the  industry  generates  approximately  $900,000  annually  in  direct  tax  revenues  that  accrue  to 
the  City's  General  Fund. 

Regionally,  Bay  Area  Economics  estimated  $43.4  million  in  direct  impacts  and  $66.9  million  in  total 
impacts.  This  yields  a  regional  economic  multiplier  of  1.55,  or  every  dollar  that  the  cruise  industry  spends 
within  the  region  generates  $1.55  in  total  economic  activity.  Under  this  scenario,  the  cruise  industry 
would  support  approximately  470  jobs  in  the  Bay  Area. 


All  Bay  Area  Economics  numbers  represent  2008  dollars  and  have  not  been  escalated. 
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Cruise  Ship  Terminal 

Fiscal  Responsibility  &  Feasibility  Study 

April  21,  2011 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  recent  B/VE  Ship  Repair  Systems/Princess  Cruise  Lines  joint  $5  million 
investment  enlarged  the  drydock  facilities  at  Pier  70.  This  improvement  allows  the  largest  cruise  ships  in 
the  world  to  be  repaired  and  maintained  in  San  Francisco  and  provides  an  incentive  for  cruise  lines  to  call 
in  San  Francisco  not  only  for  periodic  drydock  work,  but  potentially  as  a  home  port  for  passenger  service. 
The  Port  has  already  experienced  additional  cruise  ship  berthing  as  a  result  of  having  the  Pier  70  facilities. 
These  state-of-the-art  ship  repair  facilities  are  expected  to  continue  to  promote  cruise  calls  at  the  Port  of 
San  Francisco,  especially  Pier  27,  and,  in  the  reciprocal,  to  result  in  visiting  cruise  ships  scheduling 
repairs  at  Pier  70. 

Finally,  each  cruise  ship  call  at  the  Port  of  San  Francisco  generates  significant  work  for  members  of  the 
International  Longshore  and  Warehouse  Union,  truck  drivers,  supply  companies  and  harbor  service 
providers.  Drydock  work  for  a  cruise  vessel  at  the  Pier  70  shipyard  creates  thousands  of  hours  for  skilled 
union  jobs,  utilizing  ten  different  marine  trades,  making  it  one  of  the  City's  largest  generators  of  blue 
collar  employment. 

In  brief,  the  Pier  27  cruise  terminal  Project  provides  economic  benefits  to  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  both  in  terms  of  economic  activity  and  direct  tax  revenue,  preserves  and  promotes  maritime 
employment,  and  supports  San  Francisco's  tourism  industry.  The  Pier  27  cruise  terminal  will  also  be  a 
community  asset  by  providing  meeting  and  special  event  space  on  non-cruise  days.  Development  of  a 
new  primary  cruise  terminal  with  a  major  waterfront  public  plaza  will  solidify  and  enhance  the 
achievements  already  made  on  San  Francisco's  waterfront. 

13.        Conclusion 

The  proposed  cruise  terminal  development  is  a  crucial  project  not  only  for  the  Port,  but  also  for  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco.  For  the  Port,  part  of  its  core  mission  is  to  preserve  and  promote  maritime 
commerce.  The  cruise  business  represents  one  of  the  last  major  maritime  activities  still  thriving  in  San 
Francisco.  Through  this  Project,  there  will  be  substantial  economic  benefit,  directly  and  indirectly,  to  San 
Francisco.  The  Project  preserves  and  produces  maritime  employment. 

The  Port  envisions  a  new  primary  cruise  terminal  that  will  enhance  the  City's  reputation  as  a  world  class, 
waterfront  city  and  tourist  destination.  The  public  improvements  will  have  a  regional  public  benefit,  by 
attracting  cruise  passengers,  meeting  planners,  waterfront  tourists  and  neighborhood  residents. 


Exhibits: 

A.  Schematic  Terminal  Plan 

B.  Phase  1  Site  Plan 

C.  Phase  2  Site  Plan 

D.  Terminal  Renderings 

E.  Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution 
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FILE  NO.  RESOLUTION  NO. 

[Finding  of  Fiscal  Feasibility;  Cruise  Terminal  Project  at  Pier  27.] 

Resolution  finding  the  proposed  Cruise  Terminal  Project  at  Pier  27  is  fiscally  feasible 
pursuant  to  Administrative  Code  Chapter  29. 

WHEREAS,  Former  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  established  a  blue-ribbon  Cruise  Terminal 
Advisory  Panel  in  2006  to  evaluate  the  necessity  of  a  new  cruise  terminal  and  its  value  to  San 
Francisco  and,  if  determined  necessary  and  valuable,  where  that  new  terminal  should  be 
located,  based  on  cost  considerations,  maritime  functionality  and  potential  funding;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  accepted  on  September  27,  2007  the 
Cruise  Terminal  Advisory  Panel's  recommendations  to  develop  a  single-berth  primary  cruise 
terminal  at  Pier  27  and  to  implement  a  strategy  to  build  this  facility  to  meet  all  of  the  industry 
standards  for  a  home  port  cruise  terminal;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Port  Commission  staff  ("Port  staff")  presented  to  its 
Commission  on  October  28,  2008  a  consultant  study  determining  the  feasibility  of  cruise 
terminal  site  plan  alternatives  at  Pier  27;  and, 

WHEREAS,  On  June  9,  2009,  by  Resolution  No.  09-33,  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  authorized  Port  staff  to  enter  into  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  to  assist  the  Port  by  providing  Project  Management, 
Architectural  and  Engineering  Services  for  the  Pier  27  Cruise  Terminal  and  Northeast  Wharf 
Project  ("Project");  and, 

WHEREAS,  On  July  14,  2009,  by  Resolution  09-39,  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  approved  issuance  of  Port  revenue  bonds  of  which  $22  million  of  revenue  bond 
proceeds  from  two  separate  bond  issuances  was  identified  for  partial  funding  for  the  Project; 
and 


**Name  of  Supervisor/Committee/Department** 
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WHEREAS,  On  November  10,  2009,  by  Resolution  09-70,  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  awarded  a  design  contract  to  a  joint  venture  team  of  KMD  Architects  and  Pfau 
Long  Architecture  in  coordination  with  Bermello  Ajamil  &  Partners  as  the  Cruise  Terminal 
Specialty  Consultant  ("Design  Team");  and, 

WHEREAS,  Port  staff  presented  information  to  its  Commission  on  April  13,  2010 
regarding  the  Pier  27  facility  program  which  identified  the  potential  uses  within  the  site, 
including  the  cruise  terminal  and  the  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza;  and 

WHEREAS,  Port  staff  presented  information  to  its  Commission  on  July  13,  2010 
regarding  conceptual  design  options  for  the  Project;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  December  14,  2010,  by  Resolution  10-80,  the  San  Francisco  Port 
Commission  authorized  the  Design  Team  to  initiate  Schematic  Design  on  Scheme  B2,  an 
option  for  a  new  terminal  building  at  Pier  27,  conditioned  on  completion  of  Project  review 
under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  by  the  City,  certification  of  a  final 
environmental  impact  report,  and  the  Port  Commission's  subsequent  approval  of  the  Project; 
and 

WHEREAS,   On  December  14,  2010,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
authorized  a  proposed  Host  and  Venue  Agreement  ("HVA")  to  serve  as  the  City's  bid  to  host 
the  34*^  America's  Cup-related  events  ("AC34")  in  San  Francisco  in  2012  and  2013,  subject  to 
completion  of  environmental  review  of  the  impacts  of  AC34  and  approval  of  the  AC34  project, 
which  the  Golden  Gate  Yacht  Club  accepted  on  December  31 ,  2010,  and  authorized  its 
designee,  the  America's  Cup  Event  Authority,  LLC  ("Event  Authority")  to  execute;  and 

WHEREAS,   Under  the  HVA,  if  the  AC34  project  is  approved,  the  Event  Authority  will 
perform  or  contribute  to  the  cost  of  demolition  of  the  Pier  27  shed  and  the  non-historic  portion 
of  Pier  29  and  the  relocation  of  shoreside  power  equipment  to  prepare  the  site  for  the  Project, 


**Name  of  Supervisor/Committee/Department** 
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should  it  be  approved;  the  core  and  shell  of  a  cruise  terminal  building  would  be  built  at  Pier  27 
for  use  as  a  temporary  event  space  for  AC34  use  until  early  2014,  then  the  new  building 
would  be  completed  for  use  as  a  phmary  cruise  terminal;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Department's  environmental  review  of  the  Project 
under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA")  takes  into  account  the  proposed  use 
of  Pier  27  for  AC34  and  any  revisions  to  the  Project  as  a  result  of  such  use;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  cost  to  construct  the  Project  will  exceed  $25  million  and 
predevelopment  costs  will  be  in  excess  of  $1  million,  requiring  review  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  determine  the  fiscal  feasibility  of  this  proposed  Project  under  Administrative 
Code  Chapter  29;  and 

WHEREAS,  Pursuant  to  Administrative  Code  Section  29.3,  the  Port  has  submitted  to 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  a  general  description  of  the  Project,  the  general  purpose  of  the 
Project,  and  a  fiscal  plan;  and 

WHEREAS,  Pursuant  to  Administrative  Code  Section  29.2,  prior  to  submittal  to  the 
Planning  Department  of  an  environmental  evaluation  application  ("Environmental  Application") 
required  under  Administrative  Code  Chapter  31  and  CEQA  related  to  the  proposed  Project,  it 
is  necessary  to  procure  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  a  determination  that  the  plan  to 
undertake  and  implement  the  proposed  Project  is  fiscally  feasible  and  responsible;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  reviewed  and  considered  the  general 
description  of  the  Project,  the  general  purpose  of  the  Project,  the  fiscal  plan  and  other 
information  submitted  to  it  and  has  considered  the  direct  and  indirect  financial  benefits  of  the 
Project  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  the  cost  of  construction,  the  available  funding  for  the 
Project,  the  long-term  operating  and  maintenance  costs  of  the  Project  and  the  debt  load  to  be 
carried  by  the  Port;  now,  therefore,  be  it 
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RESOLVED,  That  the  Board  of  Supervisors  finds  that  the  plan  to  undertake  and 
implement  the  Project  is  fiscally  feasible  and  responsible  under  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code  Chapter  29;  and  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  Pursuant  to  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  Chapter  29, 
the  Environmental  Application  may  now  be  filed  with  the  Planning  Department  and  the 
Planning  Department  may  now  undertake  environmental  review  of  the  proposed  Project  as 
required  by  Administrative  Code  Chapter  31  and  CEQA. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 


APRIL  26,  2011 
MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

MAY  ~  9  2011 


MEMBERS,  PORT  COMMISSION 
HON.  KIMBERLY  BRANDON,  PRESIDENT 
HON.  ANN  LAZARUS,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
HON.  FRANCIS  X.  CROWLEY 
HON.  LESLIE  KATZ 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


MONIQUE  MOYER,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
AMY  QUESADA,  COMMISSION  SECRETARY 


CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
PORT  COMMISSION 

MINUTES  OF  THE  MEETING 
TUESDAY,  APRIL  26,  201 1 

1 .  CALL  TO  ORDER  /  ROLL  CALL 

Commission  President  Kimberly  Brandon  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  2:05 
p.m.  The  following  Commissioners  were  present:  Kimberly  Brandon,  Ann 
Lazarus,  Francis  X.  Crowley  and  Leslie  Katz. 

2.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES    -     April12,  2011 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner  Crowley 
seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor;  the  minutes  of 
the  April  12,  201 1  meeting  were  adopted. 

3.  PUBLIC  COMMENT  ON  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

4.  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

A.     Vote  on  whether  to  hold  closed  session. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner 
Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

At  2:06  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  to  executive  session  to  discuss 
the  following: 

(1 )     CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  AND  REAL  PROPERTY 
NEGOTIATOR.  This  is  specifically  authorized  under  California 
Government  Code  Section  54956.8.  This  session  is  closed  to  any 
non-Citv/Port  representative* 

a.  Property:  Piers  19,  23,  26,  27,  28,  29,  29y2,  30-32,  80,  Piers  14- 
2272,  32-36  and  54  water  areas  and  Seawall  Lot  330 

Person  Negotiating:  Port:  Jonathan  Stern,  Assistant  Deputy 
Director,  Planning  and  Development,  and  Brad  Benson,  Special 
Projects  Manager 

*Negotiating  Parties:  America's  Cup  Event  Authority.  LLC: 
Stephen  Barclay,  Craig  Thompson  and  Patrick  Jost 

b.  Property:  Currently  undesignated  parcel(s)  on  Treasure  Island/Yerba 
Buena  Island  subject  to  the  public  trust 

Persons  Negotiating:  Port:  Byron  Rhett,  Deputy  Director,  Planning 
and  Development 
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*Neqotiatinq  Parties:  Rich  Hillis,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce 
Development,  on  behalf  of  the  Treasure  Island  Development 
Authority  (TIDA) 

5.  RECONVENE  IN  OPEN  SESSION 

At  3:20  p.m.,  the  Commission  withdrew  from  executive  session  and 
reconvened  in  open  session. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  made  a  motion  to  adjourn  executive  session 
and  reconvene  in  open  session;  Commissioner  Katz  seconded  the  motion.  All 
of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  made  a  motion  not  to  disclose  any 
information  discussed  in  executive  session.  Commissioner  Katz  seconded  the 
motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor. 

6.  ANNOUNCEMENTS:  The  Commission  Secretary  announced  the  following: 

A.  Announcement  of  Prohibition  of  Sound  Producing  Devices  During  the 
Meeting 

Please  be  advised  that  the  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers,  and 
similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting. 
Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting 
room  of  any  person (s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  device. 

B.  Announcement  of  Time  Allotment  For  Public  Comments 

Please  be  advised  that  a  member  of  the  public  has  up  to  three  minutes  to 
make  pertinent  public  comments  on  each  agenda  item  unless  the  Port 
Commission  adopts  a  shorter  period  on  any  item. 

7.  CONSENT 

A.  Request  authorization  to  advertise  for  competitive  bids  for  Contract  No.  2745. 
the  Hyde  Street  Harbor  Joint  Operations  and  Security  Buildinq  Project. 
(Resolution  No.  1 1-24) 

B.  Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2746,  Five 
Year  Maintenance  Dredqinq  Project,  to  Dutra  Dredqinq  Company,  in  the 
initial  amount  of  $4.000.000.  and  to  increase  the  contract  amount  by 
10%  or  $400.000.  in  the  event  of  unanticipated  contingencies:  and 
subject  to  available  fundinq.  and  authorization  to  increase  the  contract 
amount  to  a  sum  not  to  exceed  $1 5.901 .050.  inclusive  of  a  1 0% 
contingency.  (Resolution  No.  11-25) 
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C.     Request  authorization  to  award  Construction  Contract  No.  2732R. 
Mission  Bay  Shoreline  Protection  for  Bavfront  Park  Project  to  Ferma 
Corporation,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $1 .579.450.  and  authorization 
for  a  10%  contingency  of  $157.945.  (Resolution  No.  11 -26) 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval;  Commissioner 
Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were  in  favor; 
Resolution  Nos.  1 1  -24,  1 1  -25  and  1 1  -26  were  adopted. 

8.      PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

A.      Informational  presentation  of  the  Draft  Street  Pole  Banner  Criteria,  which 

would  govern  the  design,  placement,  and  fees  for  the  placement  of  street  pole 
banners  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco. 

Dan  Hodapp,  Planning  and  Development,  indicated  that  the  City  currently 
permits  banners  to  be  hung  on  utility  poles  for  limited  periods  of  time  to  inform 
the  public  about  events  as  described  in  the  Public  Works  Code.  The  Port  has 
also  allowed  banners  in  the  center  median  of  the  Embarcadero  Roadway  and 
on  Jefferson  Street  for  the  past  ten  years.  The  City  uses  an  adopted  Public 
Works  Code  to  define  and  regulate  how  this  is  done.  We  are  proposing  that 
the  Port  adopt  criteria  similar  to  the  Public  Works  Code  although  criteria  that 
respond  to  the  Port's  Public  trust  requirements  and  unique  waterfront 
conditions.  Currently  the  Port  uses  its  encroachment  permit  process  to  issue 
permits  to  hang  banners.  For  the  Commission's  review  are  the  Draft  Street 
Pole  Banner  Criteria  which  would  regulate  and  permit  the  design,  placement 
and  fees  for  the  street  pole  banners  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Port.  The 
purpose  of  regulating  the  street  banners  through  the  Criteria  is  to  create  a 
dynamic  colorful  appearance  to  the  waterfront  that  furthers  the  Port's 
objective  of  enhancing  its  attractiveness  and  enjoyment  for  the  public  while 
minimizing  undesirable  visual  blight.  The  Draft  Banner  Criteria  are  to  the 
extent  modeled  after  the  City's  Public  Works  Code.  The  proposed  Criteria  are 
specific  to  the  Port  in  the  following  ways:  the  Port's  Draft  Banner  Criteria 
would  allow  banners  announcing  an  event  which  is  defined  as  an  activity  of 
general  public  interest  to  San  Francisco  residents  or  visitors  to  the  Port  that 
takes  place  in  the  City  or  within  Port  jurisdiction  and  can  reasonably  be 
expected  to  have  an  in  person  attendance  of  500  or  more  people  for  a  single 
event  or  a  1 ,000  or  more  for  a  series  of  events. 

The  Criteria  define  specific  streets,  in  addition  to  the  central  median  of  the 
Embarcadero  Roadway  and  Jefferson  Street,  Illinois  Street,  Terry  Francois 
and  Cargo  way  will  be  added  to  the  list.  The  Port  Executive  Director  may 
approve  banners  in  other  streets  that  may  become  appropriate  such  as  a 
newly  developed  Pier  70  area.  The  Criteria  describe  banners  in  3  categories: 

1 .   Port  Purpose  Banner  is  a  banner  announcing  an  event  of  the  Port  or  its 
tenants. 
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2.  Public  Agency  Banner  is  a  banner  announcing  an  event  or  series  of 
related  events  from  the  City  or  any  of  its  agencies  or  other  recognized 
government  agency  that  furthers  the  public  mission  of  that  agency. 

3.  Event  Banner  is  a  banner  announcing  an  event  which  will  benefit  a 
government  agency  or  a  charitable  nonprofit  organization  and  that  will 
take  place  on  a  publicly  owned  property  within  San  Francisco  and  further 
a  public  purpose. 

Banners  would  not  be  allowed  for  political  purposes  or  for  general  commercial 
advertising.  Banners  would  be  permitted  for  up  to  50  days  and  must  be 
removed  no  later  than  5  days  after  the  date  of  the  sponsored  event.  Banners 
could  be  reinstalled  for  an  additional  50  days  after  they  have  been  off  for  70 
days.  The  Port  Executive  Director  could  allow  placement  of  banners  for 
greater  than  50  days. 

So  that  banners  will  convey  a  clear  message  and  avoid  visual  clutter,  all  poles 
within  a  single  block  will  be  limited  to  a  single  banner  permittee  or  banner 
permits  are  for  full  blocks. 

Both  the  City  and  the  Port  currently  impose  fees  only  to  recoup  administrative 
costs  for  operating  the  program.  The  Port  does  this  through  the 
encroachment  permit  process  using  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
established  fee  schedule.  Staff  recommends  continuing  this  process.  In 
addition  Port  staff  investigated  charging  a  proprietary  banner  fee  representing 
a  reasonable  rental  rate  for  the  use  of  Port  property  as  a  revenue  source 
beyond  the  staff  costs  of  administering  the  banner  program.  A  proprietary  fee 
would  be  for  the  privilege  and  use  of  Port  property  to  hang  banners  that 
promote  noncommercial  event  as  defined  in  the  criteria  by  a  Port  tenant  or  a 
nonprofit  organization  and  could  be  promoted  by  a  corporate  sponsor. 
Examples  of  banners  where  there  could  be  a  proprietary  fee  are  the  San 
Francisco  Giants  advertising  their  presence  at  home  games,  various  nonprofit 
events  such  as  the  variety  of  benefit  runs  that  occur  on  Port  property,  an 
exhibit  opening  at  a  museum,  or  the  beginning  of  the  ballet  season.  Port  staff 
prepared  market  comparisons  with  the  airport  and  MTA  to  test  the  fee 
structure.  As  an  example,  the  proprietary  fee  had  been  set  at  $50  per  banner 
for  a  50  day  placement  period,  a  rate  well  below  the  anticipated  market  value 
of  the  space  occupied  by  each  banner.  Revenues  for  201 0  would  have 
exceeded  $50,000  if  all  applicants  continued  with  their  application.  Staff  plans 
to  conduct  a  study  to  determine  the  market  value  for  the  banner  space  on 
Port  streets  and,  if  it  appears  to  be  a  feasible  source  of  revenue,  staff  will 
return  to  the  Port  Commission  for  its  consideration. 

Following  this  presentation,  staff  plans  to  return  to  the  Port  Commission  for 
consideration  of  adoption  of  the  Criteria,  without  a  proprietary  fee.  Staff  may 
also  return  to  the  Port  Commission  at  a  later  time  with  a  proposal  for  a 
proprietary  fee  for  the  space  occupied  by  banners  on  Port  streets. 
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Commissioner  Lazarus  asked  who  installs  the  banners.  Dan  Hodapp  replied 
that  the  applicant  hires  the  banner  company.  The  banner  company  files  for 
encroachment  permit  which  poses  the  necessary  insurance  and  meets  the 
requirements  of  working  on  Port  property.  Commission  Lazarus  asked  if  the 
insurance  kicks  in  with  the  permit.  Dan  Hodapp  replied  affirmatively. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  asked  about  the  terms  of  the  banner  placement,  the 
50  days  and  70  days  lapse.  She  asked  if  those  terms  were  based  on 
experience. 

Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  the  purpose  for  limiting  the  length  of  banner 
placement  to  50  days  or  70  or  40  is  to  maintain  and  create  freshness  to  the 
waterfront.  Every  time  a  visitor  comes  to  the  waterfront,  the  banners  change, 
the  appearance  changes.  We  have  tested  the  Banner  Criteria  for  the  past 
three  years  and  have  been  using  that  number.  It's  been  a  model  that's  been 
working  but  it  could  be  a  different  number  if  the  Commission  prefer.  The  same 
intent  of  after  50  days,  the  banners  must  be  off  for  a  while  and  the  applicant 
can  bring  them  back  and  it  will  appear  fresh  again. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  indicated  that  50  days  seem  to  have  worked  and  70  is 
a  nice  intermittent  time.  She  asked  about  the  placement  of  banners  on  the 
blocks.  Dan  had  described  it  one  way  and  it's  written  differently.  It's  not  clear 
the  way  it  is  written  how  many  banners  can  be  or  not  be  in  one  block. 

Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  a  change  was  made  a  couple  of  years  ago  to  allow 
only  one  permittee  per  block.  At  one  point,  we  had  3  different  permittees 
within  a  block  and  it  started  to  look  like  confetti  on  the  waterfront.  You 
wouldn't  get  a  clear  message  of  any  single  banner  permittee  coming  through. 
We  also  found  that  not  all  poles  could  accept  banners  due  to  visibility  of  street 
lights  or  conflicts  with  some  of  the  arms  that  service  the  Muni  lines.  Even 
though  there  are  about,  on  average,  20  poles  per  block  and  you  can  put  two 
banners  on  each  one,  in  reality  it  doesn't  come  out  to  that  number;  sometimes 
it's  12,  14  or  8.  There  are  a  limited  number  of  poles.  We  encourage  applicants 
to  fill  in  the  entire  block  and  that's  how  we've  been  administering  the  program. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  indicated  that  the  main  goal  was  to  have  one 
permittee  per  block.  Dan  Hodapp  commented  that  it  would  have  a  visual 
punch  to  their  program  by  repeating  the  image. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  asked  if  all  the  maintenance  responsibility  falls  on  the 
permittee  once  the  banners  are  installed.  Dan  replied  affirmatively  and  added 
that  we  have  not  had  any  trouble  by  any  applicants  removing  their  banners. 
We've  had  one  government  agency  not  removing  their  banners  other  than 
that  it's  been  successful.  We've  not  had  any  problems  and  we've  not  had  to 
chase  applicants  to  do  that. 
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Commissioner  Katz  asked  if  the  fee  that  will  be  imposed  is  a  standard  fee. 
Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  we  have  a  processing  fee  to  administer  it  and  there 
is  a  possibility  in  the  future  of  a  proprietary  fee. 

Kim  Brandon  asked  Dan  Hodapp  to  go  over  the  fees. 

Dan  Hodapp  indicated  that  currently,  DPW  and  Port  both  charge  an 
administrative  fee  to  handle  staff  cost  of  administering  the  program.  It's  a 
minimal  fee  and  it  doesn't  factor  in  the  time  required  to  maintain  the  program 
such  as  develop  the  standards  but  it  does  require  the  encroachment  permit 
process  and  the  inspector's  fees.  It's  not  very  significant  fee.  The  Port  adopts 
the  DPW  fee  schedule  to  do  that.  It's  not  extra.  The  other  fee  we  are 
proposing  to  study  would  be  a  license  to  use  Port  property  as  this  is  valuable 
commercial  advertising  space.  Should  we  pursue  looking  at  this  as  a  revenue 
source  it  raises  the  question  if  the  applicants  would  be  willing  to  continue  to 
do  this?  We've  looked  at  the  fee  schedule  at  the  airport.  They  have  a 
commercial  sign  program  throughout  the  airport  and  have  a  contract  with 
Clear  Channel  and  they  have  set  rates  for  it.  The  airport  space  is  different 
from  ours.  We've  done  some  marketing  analysis.  We  need  an  outside 
consultant  to  do  a  detailed  analysis  to  determine  the  value  of  these  spaces. 

Monique  Moyer  clarified  that  we  are  allowed  by  law  to  charge  a  processing 
fee,  which  DPW  does.  The  licensing  fee  that  Dan  Hodapp  is  talking  about  is 
more  like  rent;  otherwise,  we  run  into  constitutional  problems. 

Kim  Brandon  asked  if  the  Port  currently  doesn't  charge  any  licensing  fee. 
Monique  Moyer  replied  that  we  don't  charge  any  rent. 

Dan  Hodapp  indicated  that  there  would  be  the  ability  to  charge  applicants  rent 
if  it's  the  Commission's  preference. 

Commissioner  Crowley  indicated  that  although  this  doesn't  happen  often,  he 
asked  what  happens  with  scoff  laws  that  don't  take  down  their  signs.  He  asked 
what  the  penalty  is.  He  asked  if  it's  a  violation  of  banner  criteria  in  the 
performance  bond. 

Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  at  one  time  in  the  draft  we  had  written  and 
suggested  imposing  a  fine  but  because  it  has  not  been  a  problem,  we've 
pulled  that  language  out.  DPW  does  have  a  "fine"  system  in  their  policy.  If  we 
have  to  put  in  a  fine,  we  have  to  go  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  an 
ordinance.  What  we  currently  have  in  the  Criteria  is  if  there  are  continued 
problems,  it  would  require  posting  a  bond.  The  Executive  Director  could  ask 
for  $25,000  bond.  There  are  limited  numbers  of  companies  that  install 
banners  and  they  want  to  do  business  with  the  Port  over  and  over  again. 
That's  probably  why  we  haven't  had  any  problem. 

Monique  commented  that  charging  rent  is  an  incentive  of  its  own. 
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Commissioner  Katz  asked  if  there's  a  hierarchy  of  renters  if  two  renters 
wanted  to  come  in  at  the  same  time  or  would  it  be  first  come  first  served.  Dan 
Hodapp  replied  that  the  way  we  currently  administer  the  space  on 
Embarcadero  is  we  keep  some  charts  based  on  month  by  month.  Applicants 
must  show  up  two  weeks  before  and  not  more  than  1 20  days  before.  We  try 
to  match  the  location  of  the  event  with  the  location  along  the  promenade. 
There  is  a  statement  in  the  Banner  Criteria  that  Port  sponsored  waterfront 
events  would  get  preference  than  City  sponsored  event.  We  tend  to  fill  up 
during  the  spring  and  we  have  quiet  moments  in  January,  February  through 
mid-March.  If  it  becomes  more  popular,  it  could  become  an  issue.  Currently  it 
seems  to  balance  out  quite  well  and  we  are  able  to  keep  everybody  satisfied 
and  we're  able  to  find  a  place  for  them  although  it's  not  always  their  first 
choice.  Most  applicants  want  to  be  right  in  front  of  the  Ferry  Building  and 
there  could  only  be  one  in  front  of  the  Ferry  Building  at  a  time. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  there  is  a  limit  to  how  long  the  banners  could 
be  up  on  the  poles.  Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  we  are  administering  it  as 
proposed  in  the  Criteria  and  then  they  must  come  down.  The  limit  is  50  days, 
which  is  7  weeks  and  a  day  and  it  coincides  with  the  way  the  installer 
functions,  they  put  them  up  on  a  Monday  and  they  come  down  on  a  Monday. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  there's  any  rent  being  charged  for  banners 
throughout  the  city.  It's  her  understanding  that  the  banners  cost  between 
$8,000  -$1 0,000.  She  asked  if  that  money  all  go  to  making  the  banners.  Dan 
Hodapp  replied  that  the  money  goes  to  fabricating  the  banners  and  the 
company  that  fabricates  them  also  does  the  installation  and  de-installation. 
That's  the  real  cost  of  putting  banners  up.  The  banner  permit  fee  paid  to  the 
Port  or  the  city  is  very  minor  compared  to  the  actual  cost  of  the  banners. 

Commissioner  Brandon  asked  if  the  Port  refers  people  to  banner  companies. 
Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  we  do  not  refer  the  applicants  to  the  companies.  The 
applicants  are  responsible  for  finding  their  own. 

Commissioner  Brandon  indicated  that  hopefully  staff  can  come  back  with  the 
rent  proposal. 

Under  the  design  criteria  of  the  banner  content.  Commissioner  Katz  asked  if 
there  will  be  any  kind  of  prohibition  or  review  or  who  would  make  a  decision  of 
content.  Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  the  Criteria  state  that  they  encourage  a 
clear  display  of  the  message.  When  this  Criteria  comes  back  to  the  Port 
Commission  in  its  final  form,  staff  is  going  to  add  a  language,  particularly  if  we 
charge  rent,  to  limit  alcohol  and  tobacco  advertising  and  other  things.  That 
language  is  currently  not  included  in  the  Criteria. 

Commissioner  Katz  asked  if  there  is  intent  to  allow  listing  of  corporate  or 
commercial  sponsorship.  Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  the  sponsor  is  allowed  to 
occupy  15%  of  the  banner  area,  which  is  consistent  with  the  city's  DPW 
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Code.  Commissioner  Katz  asked  if  there  will  be  higher  rent  charged  for  those 
that  do  that.  Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  when  the  new  version  of  the  Criteria  is 
brought  back  to  the  Commission,  there  is  an  ability  to  show  more  than  just 
one  rent,  to  do  breakdowns  etc.  It  is  not  for  commercial  advertising;  it's  for  an 
event.  The  sponsor  is  incidental  to  what's  listed  on  the  banner.  If  they  were  to 
have  a  commercial  purpose,  that  would  be  something  different  and  it  would 
require  an  ordinance. 

Commissioner  Katz  asked  if  commercial  advertising  is  currently  prohibited. 
Dan  Hodapp  replied  that  it  is  unless  there  is  a  local  law  permitting  it.  It  relates 
to  a  proposition  (Prop  G)  passed  in  2002  that  prohibits  advertising  except  on 
public  streets  where  permitted  by  local  law. 

Monique  Moyer  indicated  that  sometimes  there  are  banners  that  are  Port 
banners  such  as  the  ones  we  had  for  Fleet  Week  or  for  the  40*^  anniversary 
of  cruise  calls  by  Princess  Cruises.  It's  very  rare  but  we  have  them  every  now 
and  then. 

B.     Informational  presentation  on  the  determination  of  Fiscal  Feasibilitv  for  the 
James  R.  Herman  Cruise  Terminal  at  Pier  27  and  Northeast  Wharf  Plaza 
Project. 

John  Doll,  Planning  and  Development,  indicated  that  Chapter  29  of  the 
City's  Administrative  Code  requires  that  certain  City  Administrative  Code 
requires  that  certain  City  projects  be  subject  to  a  fiscal  feasibility  review 
at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  before  the  City  Planning  Department  may 
begin  environmental  review  of  the  project  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA"). 

Mr.  Doll  indicated  that  the  staff  report  should  have  stated  that  the  City  ordinance 
applies  to  projects  proposed  by  the  City  for  which  1)  the  implementation  and 
construction  project  costs  exceed  $25  million,  which  the  cruise  terminal  project  does; 
and  2)  at  the  time  of  filing  for  CEQA  review  a  portion  of  the  predevelopment 
planning  or  construction  cost  is  in  excess  of  $1  million  excluding  city 
personnel  cost  which  will  be  paid  from  public  monies. 

Staff  filed  the  staff  report  with  the  city  clerk  and  it  is  slated  to  be  heard  at  the 
Board's  Budget  and  Finance  Committee  on  May  4,  201 1 . 

There  are  two  underlying  principles  or  questions  under  fiscal  feasibility: 
(1 )  How  is  the  Port  going  to  fund  this  project  and  (2)  What  are  the  city 
benefits? 

John  Doll  showed  a  rendering  of  the  existing  Pier  27  site.  We  proposed  to 
demolish  the  existing  Pier  27  shed  plus  the  non-historic  portion  of  Pier  29.  If 
all  goes  well,  it  will  be  developed  into  the  new  cruise  terminal  project.  Per  the 
Host  City  and  Venue  Agreement  (HCVA),  the  Event  Authority  is  required  to 
demolish  Pier  27/29  as  well  as  to  relocate  the  shoreside  power  equipment. 
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This  allows  the  Port  to  come  in  at  Phase  1  in  2012  to  build  or  construct  the 
core  and  shell  building.  The  Event  Authority  is  given  exclusive  use  during 
2013  for  the  34^''  America's  Cup  races.  In  2014,  the  site  is  returned  to  the  Port 
so  that  we  can  finish  the  Phase  2  construction.  Phase  2  construction  relates 
to  making  the  cruise  terminal  an  operable  cruise  terminal  facility  as  well  as 
completing  site  improvements. 

Two  weeks  ago,  Kim  von  Blohn  discussed  with  the  Port  Commission  the 
prevailing  costs.  The  estimated  cost  for  Phase  1  is  $65.7  million  which 
includes  the  Event  Authority's  contribution  of  $7.5  million  towards  demolition 
and  shoreside  power  relocation.  Phase  2  construction  cost  now  is  $32.1 
million  for  a  total  cost  of  approximately  $98  million.  As  Kim  mentioned  two 
weeks  ago,  this  was  done  as  a  result  of  reducing  the  project  cost  by  $16.5 
million,  shifting  $1 1  million  from  Phase  1  to  Phase  2  and  identifying  additional 
funding  for  the  project. 

He  showed  a  table  of  the  funding  sources  that  was  presented  two  weeks  ago 
and  it  was  also  enclosed  in  the  staff  report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  It 
enumerates  the  planned  and  proposed  funding  sources  for  Phase  1  and 
Phase  2.  Most  of  the  funds  for  Phase  1  are  from  the  Watermark  condominium 
sale  proceeds  and  revenue  bonds.  The  Phase  2  proposed  cost  includes  2012 
General  Obligation  bond  that  will  have  to  go  to  the  vote  of  the  people.  $9.1 
million  would  be  directed  for  the  Northeast  wharf  plaza.  The  cruise  operator's 
contribution  of  $2.75  million  would  be  dedicated  for  a  mobile  gangway 
system.  Those  items  are  still  proposed  and  they  are  in  the  works.  In  terms  of 
project  cost  and  funding,  we  have  a  strategy  to  complete  funding  for  Phase  1 . 
However,  for  Phase  2,  there's  approximately  $12  million  gap.  There  are  some 
strategies  but  we  are  not  there  yet.  We,  however,  have  the  following  options: 
(1)  to  review  opportunities  to  generate  additional  revenues  including  special 
events  usage,  parking,  and  commercial  leasing  within  the  Pier  27  site.  We  will 
consider  further  project  costs  reduction  as  long  as  it  doesn't  negatively  impact 
the  performance  standards  of  a  cruise  terminal  operation.  We  will  try  to 
identify  new  sources  of  revenue  including  grant  funding  or  other  sources.  We 
would  select  project  components  that  are  in  the  project  now  that  we  could 
defer  at  a  later  date.  We  will  reallocate  unused  funds  from  other  capital 
projects.  As  the  process  goes  forward,  we  will  periodically  check  in  with  the 
Port  Commission  with  regard  to  the  project  funding  and  project  cost  not  only 
with  the  Phase  1  progress  but  especially  with  regards  to  Phase  2  since  we 
have  a  funding  gap. 

Based  on  the  2008  Bay  Area  Economics  study,  assuming  that  the  cruise 
industry  brings  200,000  passengers  and  crew  each  year  to  the  Port,  this 
project  would  generate  approximately  $300  million  annually  in  direct 
economic  activity  to  the  city.  It  would  support  at  least  400  jobs  within  the  city. 
It  will  also  generate  approximately  $1  million  annually  to  the  general  fund. 
Some  of  the  city  benefits  are:  (1)  it  enhances  the  city's  reputation  as  a  tourist 
destination;  (2)  it  increases  the  demand  for  maritime  businesses  as  well  as 


M04262011 


M04262011 


maritime  employment  particularly  with  the  synergy  between  the  cruise 
terminal  facility  and  the  drydock  at  Pier  70;  (3)  it  continues  and  it  integrates 
the  improvements  along  the  northern  waterfront  which  includes  the 
Exploratorium  project;  (4)  it  will  serve  as  a  lasting  legacy  for  the  34*^ 
America's  Cup.  We  hope  to  use  the  cache  for  the  34*^  America's  Cup  for 
future  special  events  use  at  Pier  27. 

This  item  will  be  presented  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors'  Budget  and  Finance 
Committee  meeting  on  May  4,  201 1 .  We  are  in  the  process  of  selecting  a 
CM/GC.  The  RFQ  was  issued  two  weeks  ago.  A  pre-bid  meeting  was  held  on 
April  22,  201 1 .  We  hope  to  come  back  to  the  Port  Commission  for 
consideration  of  approval  of  the  contract  during  the  June  meeting.  On  a 
parallel  course,  the  design  team  is  busy  doing  the  design  development 
drawings.  We  hope  to  complete  them  by  July  and  we  will  check  in  with  the 
Port  Commission  at  that  time.  After  that,  the  construction  drawings  hopefully 
will  be  completed  by  the  end  of  the  year.  Another  parallel  course  is  CEQA. 
The  goal  is  to  complete  CEQA  by  the  end  of  this  year  so  that  we  can  start 
Phase  1  construction  in  January  2012. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  asked  how  many  people  showed  up  at  the  bidder's 
conference.  John  Doll  replied  that  there  were  about  20  people,  representing 
about  12-15  firms.  Everybody  we  expected  to  be  there  was  there.  There's 
good  interest  to  be  CM/GC  for  this  project. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  asked  if  this  is  separate  and  apart  from  the  CEQA  for 
the  America's  Cup.  John  Doll  replied  that  a  notice  of  preparation  was  done  for 
America's  Cup  and  the  Cruise  Terminal  EIR.  Those  should  be  completed  in 
November  2011. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  asked  if  we  are  tangled  up  with  that  if  anything 
happens  to  it.  John  Doll  replied  affirmatively. 

Executive  Director  Monique  Moyer  added  that  we've  hired  one  consultant. 
The  Port  is  paying  the  share  for  the  Cruise  Terminal  analysis  and  write-up 
and  the  America's  Cup  budget  will  hopefully  pay  the  share  related  to 
America's  Cup  assuming  that  there  is  a  budget  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  through  the  budget  process.  Whether  it's  ultimately  a  single 
report,  we  don't  know  that  yet.  There's  something  under  CEQA  that's  called 
adjacency  rule.  For  that  reason,  it's  being  studied  together. 

Commissioner  Lazarus  asked  about  the  slide  that  John  showed  on  the 
funding  sources.  It  didn't  match  up  with  what's  included  in  the  report  -  table  3 
of  page  9  of  the  report. 

Monique  Moyer  clarified  that  it's  actually  table  4  on  page  10  of  the  Fiscal 
Feasibility  Report. 
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9.  NEW  BUSINESS 

10.  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

11.  ADJOURNMENT 

ACTION:  Commissioner  Lazarus  moved  approval  to  adjourn  the  meeting; 
Commissioner  Crowley  seconded  the  motion.  All  of  the  Commissioners  were 
in  favor. 

Commission  President  Brandon  adjourned  the  meeting  at  4:02  p.m. 
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